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By Mr. HUDSPETH: A bill (H. R. 11818) granting the
consent of Congress to the construction of a bridge across
the Rio Grande; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. RICHARDS: A bill (H. R. 11819) to reimburse the
Truckee-Carson irrigation district, State of Nevada, for cer-
tain expenditures for the operation and maintenance of drains
for lands within the Paiute Indian Reservation, Nev.; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 11820) to extend certain
provisions of the act of May 1, 1920; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. LEATHERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 11821) to amend
the second section of the act entitled “An act to pension the
survivors of certain Indian wars from January 1, 1858, to
January, 1891, inclusive, and for other purposes,” approved
March 4, 1917, as amended; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11822) to increase the pensions of those
who have lost limbs or have been totally disabled in the game
or have become blind in the military or naval service of the
United States during the Spanish War or Regular Establish-
ment; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 11823) to amend paragraph
9 of section 301 of the war risk insurance act as amended
March 4, 1923; to the Committee on World War Veterans'
Legislation.

By Mr. WARD of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 11824) to
amend section 98 of an act entitled “An act to codify, revise,
and amend the laws relating to the judiciary,” approved March
3, 1911, as amended by the act approved October 7, 1914; to the
Committee on the Judleiary.

By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 11825) fo extend the time
for the construction of a bridge over the Ohio River mnear
Steubenville, Ohio; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 11826)
to provide for an additional district judge for the western
district of Michigan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under -clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ARNOLD: A bill (H. R. 11827) granting a pension
to Florence Clemens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. AYRES: A bill (H. R. 11828) granting a pension to
Hattie B. Dyer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BACHARACH : A bill (H. R. 11829) granting an in-
cren=e of pension to Mary A. Thompson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. EDMONDS: A bill (H. R. 11830) for the relief of
the Royal Holland Lloyd, a Netherlands corporation, of Amster-
dam, the Netherlands; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. 11831) granting a pen-
gion to Hannah O’Brien; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. FLEETWOOD : A bill (H, R. 11832) granting an in-
crease of pension to Ada M. Smith; to the Commitiee on In-
valid Pensions,

By Mr. GREENWOOD: A bill (H. R. 11833) granting an
increase of pension to Amanda J. Kirkpatrick to the Commit-
tee on Pensions,

By Mr. HULL of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 11834) to correct
the military record of James Moore; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs,

By Mr. JACOBSTEIN: A bill (H. R. 11835) granting an
increase of pension to Bridget Kelly; to the Cominittee on Pen-
gions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11836) granting an increase of pension to
May Vickery; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KENDALL: A bill (H. R. 11837) granfing an in-
crease of pension to Margaret M. Wolfe; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 11838) granting an increase of pension to
Elizabeth Rossell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KETCHAM : A bill (H. R. 11830) granting a pension
to Nannie Ludy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 11840) granting an in-
crease of pension fo Jennie Ray; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. MONTAGUH: A bill (H. R. 11841) granting an in-
;ree:;e of pension to Mary E. Stewart; to the Committee on

ons.
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By Mr. MURPHY : A bill (H. R. 11842) granting an increase
of pension to Hannah Palmer; to the Committee on Invalld
Pensions.

By Mr. PURNELL: A bill (H. R. 11843) granting an in-
crease of pension to Catherine J. Lydick; to the Commitiee on
Pensions.

By Mr. BANDERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 11844) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Mary Harvey; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. SWANK : A bill (H, R. 11845) granting a pension to
Josephine Dodson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11846) granting an increase of pension to
Anna E. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WAINWRIGHT : A bill (H. R. 11847) for the relief
of Herbert T, James; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 11848) grarting
an increase of pension to BElizabeth Hill; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETOC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

3501. By Mr. GALLIVAN : Petition of N, P. Alifas, president
District No. 44, International Association of Machinists, Wash-
ington, D. C., urging the adoption of an amendment to the inde-
pendent offices appropriation bill requiring that repairs to and
reconditioning of Shipping Board vessels ghall be performed
at the Government navy yards and arsenals when time permits
and when the work can be done there more cheaply than by
private contractors; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3502, By Mr. MORROW : Petition of the New Mexico Cattle
and FHorse Growers' Association, concerning freight rates on
livestock; to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce. [ [

3503. Also, petition of the New Mexico Cattle and Horse
Growers' Association, favoring repeal of section 15a of the
transportation act of 1920; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

3504. Also, petition of the New Mexico Catile and Horse
Growers’ Association, concerning and indorsing Garner Resolu-
tion No. 300; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3505. Also, petition of the New Mexico Catile and Horse
Growers' Association, concerning the administration of grazing
on public domain; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

SENATE

TrurspAY, January 22, 1925

The Chaplain, Rev. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Gracious Father, we thank Thee for the sunlight of the
morning. We thank Thee for everything that comes from Thy
hand, for Thine hand is the hand of love. We rejoice before
Thee that it is our privilege to serve in Thy Name, for Thy
glory, and the good of our loved country. Hear us, we beseech
of Thee, as we ask for the direction of Thy Spirit constantly,
and ever enable us to love the things which Thou dost love
and to advance in righteousness our couniry. Hear and help.
For Jesus' sake. Amen,

The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro-
ceedings of the legislative day of Tuesday, January 20, 1925,
when, on request of Mr. Curris and by umnanimous consent,
the further reading was dispensed with and the Journal was
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far-
rell, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed
without amendment the following bills and joint resolution of
the Senate:

8.1656. An act granting the consent and approval of Con-
gress to the La Plata River compact;

S.3036. An act to amend the law relating to timber operations
on the Menominee Reservation in Wisconsin ;

S.3792. An act to amend section 81 of the Judicial Code;
and

S.J. Res. 61. Joint Resolution authorizing the Director of
the United States Veterans' Bureau to grant a right of way
over United States Veterans' Bureau Hospital reservation at
Knoxvyille, Iowa. ;
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The message also announced that the House had passed the
following hills, each with an amendment, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

8,369, An act to amend an act entitled “An act for the relief
of Indians occupying railroad lands in Arizona, New Mexico,
or California,” approved March 4, 1913;

8. 876. An act to provide for the disposition of bonuses, rentals,
and royalties received under the provisions of the act of Con-
gress. entitled “An act to promote: the mining: of ceal, phos-
phate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public domain,”
approved Febrnary 25, 1920, from unallotted lands in Execu-

tive order Indian reservations, and,for other purposes; and:

S. 3509. An act to chahge the time for the holding of terms
of court in the eastern district of South Carolina:

The message further announced that the House had passed
the following bills, each with amendments, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

8. 1665. An act to provide for the payment of one-half the
cost of the constructlon of a bridge across the San Juan
River, N. Mex. ; and

S. 2148, An act to empower certain officers, agents, or em-
ployees of the Department. of Agriculture to administer and
take oaths, affirmations, and affidavits in certain cases, and. for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the House had. passed
the following bills and joint resolution, in which it reguested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.74. An act to extend the benefits of certain pension
laws to the officers, sailors, and marines on board the United
States ship Maine when that vessel was wrecked in the harbor
of Habana, February 15, 1808, and to their widows and de-
pendent relatives;

H. R.4114. An act authorizing the comstructipn of a bridge
across the Colorado River near Lee Ferry, Ariz;

H. R. 4522, An act to provide for the completion of the topo-
graphical survey of the United States;

H!R. 5722, An act authorizing the comservation, production,
and exploitation of helium gas, a mineral resource pertaining
to the national defense, and to the development of commercial
aeronautics, and for other purposes;

H. R. 6869, An act to authorize allotments of lands to In- |

dians of the Menominee Reservation in Wisconsin, and for
other purposes;

H. R. T687. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court
of Clalms to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in
any claims which the Assinniboine Indians may have against
the United States, and for other purposes;

H.R.7888. An act to provide for expenditures of tribal
funds of Indians for construction, repair, and rental of agency
buildings, and® related purposes;

H. R.7911. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to sell the appraisers’ stores property in Providence, R. I.;

H. R. 8267. An act for the purchase of land adjoining Fort
Bliss, Tex.;

I1. 1. 8550. An act to authorize the appointment of a com-
mission to select such of the Patent Office models for retention
as are deemed to be of value and historical interest and to
dispose of said models, and for other purposes;

H. R.9343. An act authorizing the Chippewa Indians of Min-
nesota to submit claims to the Court of Claims;

H. R.9537. An act to anthorize the Secretary of Commerce
to trasfer to the city of Port Huron, Mich.,, a portion of the
Fort Gratiot Lighthouse Reservation, Mich.;

H. R.9700. An act to authorize the Secretary of State to
enlarge the site and erect buildings thereon for the use of the
diplomatic and consular establishments of the United States
in Tokyo, Japan;

H:R. 10025, An act to provide for the permanent withdrawal
of certain deseribed lands in the State of Nevada for the use
and benefit of the Indians of the Walker River Reservation :

H. R. 11214, An aet to-amend an act regulating the height
of buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 1, 1910,
as amended by the aet of December 30, 1910;

H. R. 11358. An aect to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to cancel restricted fee patents covering lands on the Winne-
bago Indian Reservation and. to issue trust patents in lieu
thereof;

H. R. 11859. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to issue certificates of competency removing the restrictions
against alienation on the inherited lands of the Kansas or
Kaw Indians in Oklahoma ;

. H.R.11360. An act to provide for the permanent with-
wal of a certain 40-atre tract of public land in New Mexico
or the use and benefit of the Navajo Indians;

H.R.11361. An act to provide for exchanges of Government
and: privately owned lands in the additions to the Navajo
Indlan Reservation, Ariz, by Executive orders of January 8,
1800, and November- 14, 1001;

H.R. 11362. An act to authorize an appropriation for the

purchase of certain lots in the town of Cedar City, Utah, for
ge use and benefit of a small band of Piute Indians located

ereon ;

H. R.11501. An act for the exchange of land in El Dorado,
Ark.; and .

H. J. Res: 264. Joint resolution authorizing the restoration of
the Lee Mansion in the Arlington National Cemetery, Va.

ENEOLLED BILLS BIGNED

The message further ammounced that the Speaker of the
House had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills
and joint resolution, and they were thereupon signed by the
President pro tempore:

8.625. An act to extend the time for the construction of a
bridge across the White River at or near Batesville, Ark.;

8.3202. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city
of Hannibal, Mo., to construct a bridge across the Mississippi
River at or near the city of Hannibal, Marion County, Mo.;

8.3428. An aet authorizing the comstruction of a bridge
across the Ohio River to connect the city of Portsmouth, Ohio,
and the village of Fullerton, Ky ;

8:3610. An aet authorizing the construction of a bridge-

across the Missouri River near Arrow Rock, Mo.;

8.3611. An aet authorizing: the constrnetion of a bridge
across the Missouri River near St. Charles; Mo. ;

8.3621. An act granting the consent of Congress to the

Louisiana Highway Commission to- construct, maintain, and:

opemLt: a bridge across the Ouachita River at or near Mon-
roe, La.;

8.2622. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Louisiana' Highway Commission to construet, maintain, and

operate a bridge across the Bayou Bartholomew at each of

the following-named points in Morehouse Parish, La.: Vester
Ferry, Ward Ferry, and Zachary Ferry;

of Washington to construet, maintain, and operate a bridge
.across the Columbia River at' Kettle Falls, Wash. ;

8.3643. An act aunthorizing the econstroction of a bridge
across the Ohio River between the municipalities of Ambridge
and Woodlawn, Bedver County, Pa.;

S.3733. An act to enlarge the powers of the- Washington
Hospital for Foundlings and to enable it to accept the devise
and bequest contained in the will of Randolph T. Warwick ;

H. R.4168. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to pun-
ish the unlawful breaking of seals of railroad cars containing
interstate or foreign shipments, the unlawful entering of such
cars, the stealing of freight and express packages or baggage
or articles in process of transportation in interstate shipment,
and the felonious asportation of such freight or express pack-
ages or baggage or artieles therefrom into another distriet
of the United States, and the felonious possession or reception
of the same,” approved Februay 18, 1913 (8T Stat. L. p. 670);
and

8. J. Res. 152, Joint resolution to accept the gift of Elizabeth
Spragne Coolidge for the construetion of an auditorium in con-
nection with the Library of Congress, and to:provide for the
erection thereof.

SENATOR FROM KENTUCKY

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the
certificate of the Governor of the State of Kentucky certifying
to the election of FreEpeEric M. SACEETT as a Senator from that
State for the term beginning on the 4th day of March, 1925,
which was ordered to be placed on file and to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

COMMONWEALTE OF KENTUCKY.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:
Thia Is to certify that on the 4th day of November, 1024, FrEDERIC

M. BAckETT was duly chosen by the gqualified electors of the State of*

Kentucky a Senator from said State, fo represent said State in the
Senate of the United States for the term- of six years, beginning on
the 4th day of March, 18925,

Witness his: excellency our governor, Willlam J. Flelds, and our
seal hereto affixed at Frankfort, Ky., this 20th day of January, in the
year of our Lord 1925,

W. 1. Frenos, Governor,

By the governor:

[sBAL] EMuas Gouy CROMWELL,

Beoretary of State,

§.3642. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State:
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BPANISH BPRINGS IRRIGATTON PROJECT, NEVADA

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the
following telegram, which was referred to the Committee on
Irrigation and Reclamation and ordered to be printed in the
RECORD

[Western Union telegram]
Carsox City, NEV., January 21, 1525,
PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE,
Washington, D. O.:2

Legislature of Nevada has adopted resolution indorsing proposed
legislation for the Spanish Springs project. Secretary of State is
directed to send certified copy, and this notice is for the purpose of
advising the House and Senate at Washington of the action in advance,

By direction of the Governor:

Homer MooONEY, Secretary.

COMMISSION OF GOLD AND SILVER INQUIRY

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the
following communication, which was referred to the Committee
on Mines and Mining and ordered to be printed in the RECORD:

AMERICAN SILVER FPRODUCERS’ ASSOCIATION,
Reno, Nev.,, January IT, 1925,

To the honorable the PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE OF THE SENATE,
United States Senate, Washington, D, C.

Sm: At a meeting of the American Silver Producers’ Association
held in Salt Lake City, Augnst 8, last, at which more than 85 per cent
of domestic silver production was represented, the following resolu-
tion was unanimously adopted:

“ Resolved, That the American Silver Producers’ Association, now
permanently organized, express its sincere thanks and appreciation
to the members and staff of the Commission of Gold and Silver In-
quiry of the United States Senate for the construetive and timely
work which it has already done, and which is now in process of com-
pletion, in behalf of the silver producers of the United States; and
further

“ Resolved, That in view of the far-reaching importance of the
completion of the investigations which are now being conducted by
the commission, not only to the producers of silver but also because
of the broad economic interests of the United Btates which are in-
volved, the American Silver Producers’ Association expresses the
hope that the commission may be given full opportunity to complete
the work which is now in progress, and that the commission’s exist-
ence may be continued for such period beyond the Sixty-eighth Con-
gress as may be necessary to enmable it fully to complete such investi-
gations.” .

Yours very respectfully,
AMERICAN BILVER PRODUCERS’ ASSOCIATION,
By HeExry M. RIVES, Secretary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I have two
short communications, one from the National Editorial Asso-
ciation and the other from the Country Newspaper Associa-
tion, with reference to Senate bill 3674, the postal salaries
bill, which I ask may lie on the table and be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the memorials were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[Western Union telegram]
87. Pavn, MINN., January 21, 1925,
WasHINGTON OFFICE NATIONAL EDITORIAL ASSOCIATION,
530 Imvestmewt Building, Washington, D, C.:

National Editorial Association protests amended Sterling bill, con-
giders it places unjust burden upon country press. Furthermore,
time iz inopportune for increase postage rates as publishers pro-
grams very serious at present with bhigh and increasing costs for
labor and supplies. Additional burden should not be imposed in this
period of agricultural depression.

H, C. HorAnLING,
Execcutive Secretary, National Editorial Association.

NorTHFIELD, MINN., January 21, 1935,
WASHINGTON OFFICE NATIONAL EDITORIAL ASSOCIATION,
Incvestment Building, Washington, D. C.:
Tublishers of weekly country newspapers have not had opportunity
to study amended Sterling bill affecting postal rates, but they vigor-
ously protest against any increase at this time even of a temporary
nature, Thorough impartial investigation and study of costs should
preeede legislation which adds higher postage burden to any group
of publishers particularly the more than 12,000 publishers of ecountry
weeklies, " HerMaN Rom,
President, Country Newspaper Association (Ine.).

Mr. FESS presented a petition of members of the faculty
of the Ohio Wesleyan University, at Delaware, Ohio, praying

for adhesion of the United States to the World Court under
the terms of the so-called Harding-Hughes plan, which was
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations,

Mr. FRAZIER presented resolutions of the Board of County
Commissioners of Burleigh County (signed by Frank J. John-
son, county auditor) favoring the establishment of a Reserve
Officers’ Training Camp at Fort Lincoln, Bismarck, N. Dak.,
which were referred to the Commitiee on Military Affairs.

He also (for Mr. Lapp) presented resolutions of the Dick-
inson Association of Business and Publie Affairs, of Dick-
inson, N, Dak., indorsing the 50 per cent increase in the tariff
on clover seed, which were referred to the Committee on
Finance. : ¥

Mr. HARRELD presented the following resolution of the
Senate of the State of Oklahoma, which was ordered to lie on
the table:

StATR 0F OKLAHOMA,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE.

To all to whom these presents shall come, grecting:

I, R. A. Sneed, secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma, do hereby
certify that the following and hereto attached is a true copy of senate
resolution No, 1, adopted by the senate January 8, 1925, the original
of which Is now on file and a matter of record in this office,

In testimony whereof, 1 hereto set my hand and cause to be affixed
the great seal of State. Done at the city of Oklahoma City, this 16th
day of January, A, D. 1925,

[sEAL.] R. A. B~EED,

Becrctary of State.
Uxo Lem ROBERTS,
Assistant Secretary of State.
Enrolled senate resolution 1 (by Brown), memorializing Congress 1o
pass Senate bill No. 33, pertaining to the retirement of disabled
emergency Army officers, disabled in line of duty during the World

War

Whereas there is now pending in the Senate of the United States,
Senate bill No. 33, known as the Bursum bill, and the same bill is now
pending in the United States House of Representatives, designated as
House bill No. 6484 ; and

Whereas both of said bills provide for the retirement of disabled
emergency Army officers on equal pay and under the same conditions
provided for the retirement of disabled Regular Army officers and dis-
abled emergeney officers of the Navy and Marine Corps; and

Whereas all officers disabled in line of duty In the service of the
United States during the World War are allowed to be retired on 75
per cent of the pay given their rank at time of disability, except the
emergency Army officers disabled in line of duty during the World
War; and

Whereas 1t is simple justice to the officers who served during the
emergency of the World War as emergency officers of the United
States Army and who were disabled to receive the same benefits
accorded disabled emergency officers of the Navy and Marine Corps:
Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Oklahoma, That we request
the Congress of the United States to pass Senate bill No. 83, or Its
companion bill in the House, being House bill No. 6484, or some other
measure designed to give rellef to said disabled emergency officers as
provided In said bills; and Dbe it farther

Resolved, That the secretary of the senate be ingtructed to furnish
each member of the Oklahoma delegation in Congress and the Presi-
dent of the United States with a copy of this resolution,

Adopted by the senate this January 8, 1923,

W. J. HOLLOWAY,
Pregident of the Senate.

Correctly enrolled.

Dave Boyeg,
Chairman Commitice on Engrossing and Enrolling.

Mr. HARRELD also presented the following concurrent reso-
lution of the Legislature of Oklahoma, which was referred to
the Committee on Interstate Commerce:

STATE OF OKLAHOMA,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE.
To all to whom these presents shall come, greeting:

I, R. A. Sneed, secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma, do hereby
certify that the following and hereto attached is a true copy of senate
concurrent resolution No. 8, adopted by the senate and house of repre-
sentatives January 8 and 12, respectively, 1925, the original of which
is now on file and a matter of record in this office.

In testimony whereof I hereto set my hand and cause to be affixed
the great seal of state. Done at the eity of Oklahoma City, this 16th
day of January, A, D, 1925,

[sEAL] R. A. SxEED,

Secretary of State.
UxA LEE ROBERTS,
Assistant Secretary of State.
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Sennte concurrent resolutlon 3 (by Looney (Wewoka) and Hill), a
concurrent resolution petitioning the' Oklahoma representatives in
Congress to nse thelr influence and good offices in securing the pas-
sage of the Gooding bill

Whereas the people of Oklahoma have paid thelr part of the $1786,-
000,000 spent by the Government In deepening the Mississippl River
and its tributaries in order that water transportation of freight might
be made possible and lower freight rates thereby secured, and have
also paid thelr part of the several hundred milllon dollars spent in
constructing the Panama Canal, both to secure cheaper transportation
for freight and also to better provide for the defense of the country
in ease of war; and

Whereas the transcontinental raflway lines are mow carrying freight
between: water-transportation points for a charge that is much less
than the actual eost of transportation, In order to kill the competition
of freight-carrying barges on our inland rivers and of ocean-going
freighters by .way of the Panama Canal; and

Whereas Oklahoma and other inland States are being heavily over-
charged for freight-conveying service in order that the rallways may
recoup their losses on freight conveyed between water-shipping polnts,
paying In addition to the taxes collected to secure deepened water-
ways an exorbitant frelght rate collected to destroy water transporta-
tion ; and

Whereas the United States Senate elght months ago passed the
Gooding bill, which seeks to terminate the practice of charging dis-
criminatory freight rates, and passed the bill with only one trans-
Mississippi Senator opposing the same; and

Whereas the Gooding bill still remalns with the Honse Committee on
Commerce, notwithstanding the bill reached that commitfee eight
months ago; and

YWhereas this bill must be passed before March 4, 1025, if it Is to
be passed at all, its failure meaning that the long fight for just
freight rates will be lost for several years to come: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate of the Tenth Legislature of the Stote of
Oklahoma (the House of Represoniatives concurring therein)—

First. That the Oklahoma Raepresentatives in Congress be, and are
hereby, requested to use their influence and good offices in getting
the Gooding bill reporied by the Committee on Commerce and passed
by the House of Representatives; and

Second. That a copy of this resolution be sent to each and all of
the Oklahoma Representatives in Congress.

Adopted by the senate this the Sth day of January, 1925,

W. J. HOLLOWAX,
Preszident of the Benale.

Adopted by the house of representatives this the 12th day of Janu-
ary, 1925.

7. B. HARPER,
Bpeaker of the House of Representatives.

Correctly enrolled.

Dave BoYgkn,
Chairman Commitice on Engrossing and Enroliing,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. WADSWORTH. From the Committee on Appropria-
tions I beg leave to report back with amendments the bill
(H. R. 11248) making appropriations for the military and
nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fiseal
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, and I
submit a report (No. 901) thereon. I take this opportunity of
stating that I shall move to take up the bill as soon as pos-
gible.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be placed on
the calendar.

Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Indian Affajirs, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them sever-
ally without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S.4014. An act to amend the act of June 30, 1919, relative
to per capita cost of Indian schools (Rept. No. 903) ;

8.4015. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to sell to the city of Los Angeles certain lands in California
beretofore purchased by the Government for the relief of home-
less Indians (Rept. No. 904) ;

H.R.3913. An act to refer the claims of the Delaware In-
dians to the Court of Claims, with the right of appeal to the
Supreme Court of the United States (Rept. No. 805) ; and

M. R. 8965. An act for the relief of the Omaha Indians of
Nebraska (Rept. No. 906).

BLACK RIVER BRIDGE, ARKANSAS

Mr. SHEPPARD. From the Committee on Commerce I
report back favorably without amendment the bill (8. 3885)
granting the consent of Congress to Harry BE. Bovay, of
Stuttgart, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
across the Black River, at or near the city of Black Rock, in

the county of Lawrence, in the State of Arkansas, and I
submit a report (No. 902) thereon. I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the bill,

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the

Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, and it was read as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete, That the consent of Congress is hereby granted
to Harry E. Bovay, of Stuttgart, Ark., and his successors and assigns,
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto
across the Black River at a point suitable to the interests of naviga-
tion at or mear the city of Black Rock, in the county of Lawrence, in
the State of Arkansas, In accordance with the provisions of the act
entitled “An act to regulate the eonstruction of bridges over navigable
waters,” approved March 23, 1906.

8Bec. 2, The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved,

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. FRAZIER:

A bill (8. 4033) authorizing the Turtle Mountain Chippewas
Eolasltl;bmjt claims to the Court of Claims; to the Committee on

8.

By Mr, WATSON:

A bill (8. 4034) granting a pension to Eliza Frances Moran;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BURSUM:

A bill (8. 4035) granting a pension to Roman L. de Baca;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McKELLAR:

A bill (8. 4036) granting a pension to Florence Storr (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CARAWAY :

A bill (8, 4037) to define the jurisdietion of courts in the
District of Golumbia in civil action against Members of Con-
gress; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

A bill (8. 4038) for the relief of William Sparling; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 4039) granting a pension to W. E. Parker; and

A bill (8. 4040) granting an increase of pension to Martha
Burley ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CAPPER:

A bill (8. 4041) for the relief of A. B. Bwing; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. HARRELD:

A bill (8. 4042) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
purchase certain land in California to be added to the Cahuilla
Indian Reservation, and authorizing an appropriation of funds
therefor ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (8. 4043) for the relief of Ida Fey; to the Committes
on Claims.

By Mr. McKELLAR:

A bill (8. 4044) to equalize the promotion list of the Regu-
lar Army; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. JONES of Washington:

A bill (8. 4045) granting the consent of Congress to W. D.
Comer and Wesley Vandercook to construct a bridge across
the Columbia River between Longview, Wash., and Rainier,
Oreg. ; to the Committee on Commerce.

AMENDMENT TO RIVER AND HARBOR BiLL

Mr. BALL submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. R. 11472) authorizing the construetion,
repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and
harbors, and for other purposes, which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed.

POSTAL BALARIES AND POSTAL BATES

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts submitted two amendments
intended to be proposed by him to the bill (8. 3674) reelassify-
ing the salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal
Service, readjusting their salaries and compensation om an
equitable basis, increasing postal rates to provide for such
readjustment, and for other purposes, which were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

APPOINTMENT TO OFFICE OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

Mr. OARAWAY. Mr. President, I submit a resolution,
which I ask may lie on the table, as I want to call it up to-
morrow if I may do so.
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The resolution (8. Res, 311) was ordered fo lie on the table,
as follows:

Whereas the efforts to control the sentiment and votes of Members
of Congress by the appointment of Members thereof fo office are hurt-
ful to the dignity and freedom of the Congress and to the publie
gervice, and are contrary to the fundamental theory of our Govern-
ment, which recognizes three distinct and independent branches of
government : Therefore be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that it will deny con-
firmation to any Member of Congress to any office to which said Mem-
ber may be appointed if it is apparent that said Member has changed
his posltion on any question pending before the body of which he is a
Member in order to aid himself in securing any appointment by the
President to such office.

TERMS OF COURT IN THE FASTERN DISTRICT OF BOUTH CAROLINA

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Representatives to the Dbill (8.
3509) to change the time for the holding of terms of court in
the eastern district of South Carolina, which was, on page 2,
line 12, to strike out “third” and insert “second.”

Mr. DIAL. I move that the Senate concur in the amend-
ment of the House.

The motion was agreed to.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolution were severally read
twice by title and referred as indicated below:

H.R.74+ An act to extend the benefits of certain pension
laws to the officers, sailors, and marines on board the United
States ship Maine when that vessel was wrecked in the harbor
of Habana, February 15, 1898, and to their widows and de-
pendent relatives; to the Commitfee on Pensions.

H. R.4522. An act to provide for the completion of .the
topographical survey of the United States; to the Committee
on Public Lands and Burveys. :

H.R.8550. An act to aunthorize the appointment of a com-
mission to select such of the Patent Office models for reten-
tion as are deemed to be of value and historical interest and
to dispose of said models, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Patents.

H.R.9700. An act to authorize the Secretary of State to
enlarge the site and erect buildings thereon for the use of the
diplomatic and consular establishments of the Unit_ed States
in Tokyo, Japan; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

H. R.11214 An act to amend an act regulating the height
of buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 1,
1910, as amended by the aet of December 30, 1910; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

. R.7911. An act to anthorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to sell the appraisers’ stores property in Providence, R. I.;
and

IL R.11501. An act for the exchange of land in El Dorado,
Ark.: to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

I R. 4114. An act aunthorizing the construction of a bridge
across the Colorado River near Lee Ferry, Ariz.; and

H.R.9537. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce
to transfer to the eity of Port Huron, Mich., a portion of the
Fort Gratiot Lighthouse Reservation, Mich.; to the Committee
on Commerce.

II. R.5722. An act authorizing the conservation, production,
and exploitation of helium gas, a mineral resource pertaining
to the national defense, and to the development of commercial
aeronanties, and for other purposes; and

H. R. 8267. An act for the purchase of land adjoining Fort
Bliss, Tex; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

H. R. 68069. An act to authorize allotmenis of lands to In-
dians of the Menominee Reservation in Wisconsin, and for
other purposes;

H. R.7687. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court
of Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment
in any claims which the Assiniboine Indians may have against
the United States, and for other purposes;

H,R. 7888, An act to provide for expenditures of tribal
funds of Indians for construction, repair, and rental of agency
buildings, and related purposes;

H. R. 9343. An act authorizing the Chippewa Indians of Min-
nesota to submit claims to the Court of Claims;

H.R.10025. An act to provide for the permanent with-
drawal of certain described lands in the State of Nevada for
theuuse and benefit of the Indians of the Walker River Reser-
vation;

H. R.11358. An act to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior to cancel restricted fee patents covering lands on the

Winnebago Indian Reservation and to issue trust patents in
lieu thereof; |

H. R.11359. An aet to authorize the Secretary of {he In-
terior to issue certificates of competency removing the restrie-
tions against alienation on the inherited lands of the Kansas
or Kaw Indians in Oklahoma ;

H.R.11360. An act to provide for the permanent with-
drawal of a certain 40-acre tract of public land in New
Mexico for the use and benefit of the Navajo Indians;

H. R.11361. An act to provide for exchanges of Government
and privately owned lands in the additions to the Navajo
Indian Reservation, Ariz., by Executive orders of January 8§,
1900, and November 14, 1901 ; and

H.R.11362. An act to authorize an appropriation for the
purchase of certain lots in the town of Cedar City, Utah, for
the use and benefit of a small band of Piute Indians located
thereon ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. :

H. J. Res. 264. Joint resolution authorizing the restoration
of the Lee Mansion in the Arlington National Cemetery, Va.;
to the Committee on the Library.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House by Mr. Farrell, one of its clerks,
announced that the House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the Dbill (I. R. 10724) making appropriations
for the Navy Department and the naval service for the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes; requested
a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Frexcu, Mr. Haroy, Mr.
Tapeg, Mr. Byrxes of South Carolina, and Mr. Oriver of
Alabama were appointed managers on the part of the House
at the conference,

NAVY DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JoNgs of Washington in
the chair) laid before the Senate the action of the House of
Representatives disagreeing to the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 10724) making appropriations for the Navy
Department and the naval service for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 192G, and for other purposes, asking for conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two Ilouses thereon, and
appointing conferees on the part of the House,

Mr. HALE. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments, agree to the conference asked by the House, and that
the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and Mr. Harg, Mr. PaIrps, and
Mr. SwaxsoN were appointed conferees on the part of the
Senate,

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. HEFLIN. Mpr. President, I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Alabama
makes the point of no quorum. The clerk will call the roll.
The prineipal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Senators answered to their names:
Ashurst King
Ball MceCormick
MeKellar
MeKinley
MeLean
McNm‘?7
Mayfield
Means
Metealf
Moses
Neely
Norbeck
Norris
Oddie
Overman

Shipatead
Shortridge
Simmons
Smith

Smoot
Spencer
Sterling
Rwanson
Underwood
Wadsworth
Walsh, Mass.
Walsh, Mount.
Warren

Brookhart
Broussard
Bruce
Bursum
Butler
Cameron
Capper
Carawny
Copeland
Couzens
Cnmmins
Curtis

Fletcher
Frazier
Gooding
Greene
Hale
Harreld
Harrls
Harrison
Heflin
Howell
Johnson, Calif,
Dale Jones, Wash, Pittman Watson

Dial Kendrick Ralston Weller

Mr. FLETCHER. I desire to announce that my colleague,
the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. TraMMmELL], is unavoid-
ably absent. I will let this announcement stand for the day.

Mr. FESS. The senior Senator from Ohio [Mr, Wirnis] is
unavoidably absent from the Chamber. I wish this announce-
ment to stand for the day.

Mr. PEPPER. The junior Senafor from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Reep] is unavoidably absent from the Chamber. I would like
to have this announcement stand for the day.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-six Senators have
answered to the roll eall. There is a quorum present.

' A NEW CARIBBEAN POLICY 1

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I ask permission to have

printed in the Recorp an editorial from the New York World,
entitled “A new Caribbean policy.”

Pepper
Phipps




1925

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

2269

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.
The editorial is as follows:

[From the New York World, January 19, 1925]
A NEW CARIBBEAN POLICY

With the approaching withdrawal of the American marines from
Nicaragua the United States is preparing to retrace its steps in another
quarter. Last summer onr armed forces after a long sfay evacuated
Santo Domingo. About tne same time they were landed in Honduras
during a season of domestic disturbance. The marines are still in
oceupation of Ilaiti.

The encircling policy of the United States in the Caribbean has
been progressive for a guarter of & century. From the time of the
war with Spain and the Panama *“ revolution"” the movement has
steadily gained headway. At one polnt it might be by intervention, as
in Cuba, or by annexation, as in Porto Rieo, at another by the estab-
lishment of an imposed protectorate, as fn Haitl, or an acknowledged
gunardianship, as in Santo Domingo. At Managua the small body of
marines was called a * legation gnard,” which, going outside that duty,
kept a controlling hand on Nicaraguan polities,

Sometimes it was the exercise by the United States of an * interna-
tional police power,” as Roosevelt preached; sometimes it was * dollar
diplomacy,” pure and simple, as Secretary Philander Knox practiced
it ; sometimes it was unpremeditated seizure in emergency of foreigm
territory for the assertion or protection of American rights; sometimes
the United States Government was merely acting as a collection agency
for bondholders, American or foreign. The pretexts varied—sometimes
there were protocols, ratified or unratified, granting American control
of finances—but always the consequences were the same, the holding
by American forces of forelgn territory In the region washed by the
Caribbean,

Because of its predominant interests the United States must have a
Caribbean policy. In the case of Cuba it has certain definite rights
and responsibilities, It is firmly planted in Porto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and at the Jsthmus, But its Caribbean policy should not be
merely a series of acts of aggression at the expense of the sovereignty
of weaker nations. It should not be a haphazard policy, to be executed
now here, now there, by bodies of marines or naval forces summoned
at convenience.

Since the United States must have a Caribbean policy—a deliberate,
considered, orderly policy—it should be left to the State Department.,
We have gone much further than is defensible in assuming at will
powers of intervention and protectorate where the presence of Ameri-
can financial agents had been accepted. We have imposed on the
peoples of other countries whose independence we profess to honor,
governments not of their choice but of the making of officers of the
marines, backed by machine guns,

American intentions may have been avowedly benevolent, but Ameri-
can methods have also heen often brutal and despotic. We have denied
harboring imperfalistic designs, but in Latin-American eyes we stand
convieted through the long years of a program of imperialism that
regards with contempt weaker nations as sovereign powers, And in
Jarge measure we have created among Latin-Americans a fellowship of
sentiment against us, suspicious and resentful, All becanse on occasion
we have hesitated to treat them, not as equals but as races and nations
backward and unfit for self-government,

With the evacnation of Santo Domingo and Nlicaragua the time has
come to manifest a change of spirit, to adhere to a policy—ecall it
Caribbean or what yon will—that shall be tactful, conciliatory, and
honestly helpful. In that way we shall most certainly advance Amerl-
can interests. For so long as the Unifed Btates makes its name dis-
trusted and ifs leadership suspected it ean not hope among its neighbors
to cultivate true friendship or earn their respect, however it may pro-
test that its services are unselfish.

POSTAL BALARIES AND POSTAL RATES

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Routine morning business
is closed. In pursuance of an order heretofore entered the
Chair lays before the Senate the bill (8. 3674) reclassifying the
salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service,
and so forth.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to
consider the bill (8. 3674) reclassifying the salaries of post-
masters and employees of the Postal Service, readjusting their
salaries and compensation on an equitable basis, increasing
postal rates to provide for such readjustment, and for other
purposes, which had been reported from the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads with amendments. ’

Mr. MOSES. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent that
the formal reading of the bill may be dispensed with, that the
bill be read for amendment, and that committee amendments
be first considered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President——

_The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senator from
New Mexico objeet?

Mr. BURSUM. I do not object.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec-
tion to the request of the Senator from New Hampshire, and
it is agreed to. The Secretary will state the first amendment
of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. BURSUM. T rise to ask the Senator from New Hamp-
«shire if he will yield to me in order that I may make a
motion?

Mr. MOSES. If it is a debatable motion which the Senator
desires to make, I can not yield for that p se.

AMr. BURSUM. In my judgment the motion I propose to
make is not debatable.

Mr. KING. I think it is debatable, Mr. President.

Mr. BURSUM. If it shall be found that the motion I infend
to make is debatable, I shall withdraw it for the time being.

Mr. KING. I can assure the Senator from New Hampshire
that the motion which the Senator from New Mexico proposes
to make will lead to debate.

Mr. BURSUM. I should prefer a decision by the President
pro tempore on that question.

Mr. KING. The Senator from New IHampshire has not yet
yielded to the Senator from New Mexico in order that he may
make his motion,

AMr. MOSES. If the Senator from New Mexico wishes to
make a parliamentary inquiry as to whether or not the motion
he proposes to make will, in the opinion of the Chair, be de-
batable, 1 have no objection to yielding the floor to him for
that purpose.

Mr. BURSUM. I wich to make a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state the
inquiry.

Mr. BURSUM. I gave notice yesterday that I would to-day
enter a motion to make Senate bill 33 a special order. 1 pro-
pose to make that motion. I rise to inguire of the Chair if
such a motion would be debatable?

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I rise to a parliamentary inquiry.
Is the Chair supposed to rule upon a moot case? I raise the
point of order.

Mr. MOSES. Mr, President, I will solve the question by
declining to yield.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has been for-
merly asked to rule on a great many moot cases, and has no
hesitation in presenting his views with regard to the parlia-
mentary inquiry now stated by the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr, Bursum]. In the opinion of the Chair, whenever the
Senafor from New Mexico gets the floor he may move that
the Senate proceed to the consideration of other business than
the pending special order. The Chair is further of opinion
that that motion must be decided without debate.

Mr. MOSES, Mr. President, I do not understand that that
is the motion which the Senator from New Mexico wishes to
make. I understand he wishes to enter a motion to make the
bill which he has in charge a special order for some future
date.

Mr. BURSUM. Yes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion
that that would be a motion for the consideration of business
other than the special order.

Mr. MOSES. Then I will solve the whole problem by de-
clining to yield, and I ask that the order already entered by
unanimous consent shall go forward.

Mr. KING. That is entirely agreeable.

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from New Mexico can not make
his motion until he has the floor.

Mr, HARRELD. Mr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. MOSES. I should like to inquire politely for what pur-
pose the Senator rises?

Mr. HARRELD. I wish to ask for the recommitial of a bill
which is on the calendar.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the motion of the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma relate to the motion suggested by the
Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. HARRELD. No; it has nothing to do with it. In June
last the Committee on Indian Affairs met and ordered favor-
ably reported the bill (H. R. 25) authorizing a per capita pay-
ment of $50 each to the members of the Red Lake Band of
Chippewa Indians from the proceeds of the sale of timber and
lumber on the Red Lake Reservation. The committee now de-
sires that the bill be recommitted for further consideration.

1 ask unanimous consent that that may be done.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In order that Senators may
have Rule X in their minds, the Chair will now read it.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Just a moment,

Mr. KING, A parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair intends to read
Rule X before he answers any further parliamentary inquiries.
The Chair will recognize the Senator from Utah immediately
after he shall have read the rule.

Mr. KING. I am sure it will refresh the recollection of the
Senate to have the rule read.

Mr. MOSES. In the meantime I have the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will content him-
self by reading the last paragraph of Rule X, which is as
follows:

And all motions to change such order or to proceed to the considera-
tion of other business shall be decided without debate.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, in view of the ruling which the
Chair has made regarding the displacing of the special order,
1 r‘gan not yield for any purpose. I now ask for the regular
order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah
[Mr. Kixe] will now state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. KING. The Senator from Utah now has no parlia-
mentary inguiry to make.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will proceed
with the reading of the bill.

The reading clerk proceeded to read the bill

The first amendment of the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads was, on page 5, after line 7, to strike out the follow-
ing clause:

That section 4 of the act of March 3, 1883 (22 Stats. p. 52B), en-
titled "“An act to medify the postal money-order system, and for other
purposes,” as amended by the aet approved June 29, 1856 (24 Btats.
p. 87), entitled “An act to make the allowances for clerk hire to post-
masters of the first and second class post offices cover the cost of
clerical labor in money-order business, and for other purposes,” as
amended by section 8 of the act approved January 27, 1804 (28 Stats.
p. 81), entitled “An act to improve the methods of accounting in the
Post Office Department, and for other purposes,” be amended so that the
third paragraph of the last-mentioned section shull read as follows:

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 28, after line 9, to strike
out the following:

That the act approved February 28, 1019, be amended to read as
follows :

¥ Provided, That the act of 'August 24, 1912 (37 Stats. p. 0648),
amended by the act approved March 3, 1917, be further amended to
read as follows™

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in Title IT, section 201, on page 37,
line 16, after the word “be,” to strike out “ 134 cents” and
insert “1 cent,” so as to read:

8gc, 201, The rate of postage on drop letters at post offices where
free delivery by carrier is mot established shall be 1 cent per ounce or
fraction thereof,

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair must have an
understanding with regard to the floor.

Mr. MOSES. I am going to maintain my right to the floor,
but I will yield to the Senator from South Dakota.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New
Hampshire can retain the floor if he desires to address the
Senafe, but the Chair is of the opinion that the Senator ean
not maintain his right to the floor while amendments are
being considered.

Mr. STERLING. That is what I supposed, and that the
amendments as they are being read are open to consideration.

Mr. MOSES. Yes, indeed, Mr. President.

Mr. STERLING. I wish to make a suggestion or two with
regard to the proposed amendment which has just been stated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The gunestion is on agree-
ing to the amendment reported by the committee, and the
Chair recognizes the Senator from New Hampshire. -

Mr. MOSHES. Mr. President, the whole question involved
in this amendment was thoroughly expounded by me in the
Senate on the day of the introduction of the bill, and I am
quite sure that those who did not do me the honor to listen to
me on that day have since then read that speech in the Reoogp.
I have nothing to add te the statement which 1 then made.

Mr. KING. We may not be satisfied with the exposition.

Mr., STERLING. Mr, resident——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South
Dakota is recognized.

Mr., STERLING. Mr. President, we have now reached the
very important part of this important postal salary increase
bill. We have come to title 2 which is designed to provide the
revenue for paying the increases of salaries of the postal
employees.

I wish to say, Mr. President, that I am loath to disagree to
sany of the amendments reported by the committee, but I wish
to say further, with reference not only to this but other amend-
ments which I shall propose, that, while speaking in the highest
terms of the work of the subcommitiee of the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads, there was little opportunity in
the full committee for the consideration of the report of the
subcommittee. I think all Senafors will recognize the fact
that it was very desirable that the bill be presented at a
particular time, and the full Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads voted that the bill should be reported, each mem-
ber of the commitiee, however, reserving the right to suggest
or propose on the floor of the Senate any amendment that he
might desire to submit,

The fundamental proposition involved here, Mr. President, is
as to whether the proposed increases in postal rates will pay
the increased salaries provided for in the bill or will be approxi-
mately sufficient to pay them. The report of the subcommittee
differs in many respects quite radically from the opinion of the
Post Office Department, that opinion being based largely on tho
cost ascertainment report which was submitted to the Senate
and has been printed. y

Now, as to the amendment on page 37, line 16, the increased
postage on drop letters from 1 cent to 174 cents for each drop
letter is not very material so far as increasing the postal
revenues is concerned. The proposed amendment is to reduce
the rate to 1 cent per ounce or fraction thereof,” which is the
present law.

The rate of 114 cents was proposed, Mr. President, in order
that this one particular and apparently small feature of the bill
may be in harmony with amendments that immediately follow
in regard to the rates on postal eards, on post cards, or privato
mailing cards, and on double post cards or return post cards,
as they are called. The increase on drop letters suggested by
the Post Office Department is one-half of 1 cent, and I think,
for the reason stated, that this inerease should stand.

Mr. President, as I have stated, this is comparatively unim-
portant, and the additional revenue raised from increasing the
rate on drop letters will be inconsequential ; yet I wish to refer
here to the question that will be raised because of this partie-
ular increase of one-half cent on the items immediately fol-
lowing the drop-letter item,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator
before he leaves the particular amendment?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senator from South
Dakota yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. STERLING. T yield.

Mr. NORRIS. The committee amendment proposes to reduce
the rate, as I understand?

Mr. STERLING. It reduces it; yes, sir,

Mr. NORRIS. That is the pending amendment?

Mr. STERLING. That is the pending amendment, buf I am
referring, when I say 1% cents, to the recommendation of the
Post Office Department in the original bill.

Mr. NORRIS. If we agree to the amendment, it will put the
rate right where it is now, will it not?

Mr. STERLING. If we agree to the amendment, it will put
the rate right where it is now, that rate being 1 cent. My
proposal is to disagree to the amendment, so that the provision
will stand as in the original bill

Mr. NORRIS. That leads me to ask another guestion, if
the Senator will permit me to do so.

Mr. STERLING. Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator favors the original bill, which
fixes the rate at 1% cents?

Mr. STERLING. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. Would there not be some difficulty about
that if a person wanted to buy a stamp? There would be
stamps made, I suppose, in value 1% cents?

Mr. STERLING. Yes, sir.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course we have not any half-cent in our
currency.

Mr. STERLING. I understand.

Mr. NORRIS. A person would eitber have to pay 2 cents
for a 114-cent stamp or he would have to buy a larger number.

Mr. STERLING. Yes; I understand that, and I am coming
to that, and I want to give to the Senate what the Post Oflice .

Department has to say in that regard in commenting on the
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next proposed amendment, which raises the rate to a cent
and a half.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator answer
a question? How much loss of revenue will this involve?
I mean to say, the Post Office Department has suggested this
increase, and has told how much the probable income would
be from this source.

Mr. STERLING. Out of the two propositions to increase
the rate on postal cards and post cards and double post cards
it is estimated that $12500,000 will be raised. There will be
that increase in revenue.

Mr. COPELAND. I assume the Senator will give us the
reasons why the committee thought it wise to cut down on
the bill as presented by the department.

Mr. STERLING. I suppose they will do that.

The Post Office Department says:

While a fractional postage rate is new to our service, it is not so
in the service of other countries, There should be no difficulty in
supplying customers with postal eards on a scale adjusted to a rate
of this kind. The only difficulty which would arise would be in the
case of a purchaser who desired to buy onme card. It is believed that
there are comparatively few in the whole number of users of postal
cards who would be in that class, and that such purchasers would
soon become accustomed to the new rate. Such a user would have
to buy two cards or pay 2 cents for the one card.

That is under the terms of the bill as stated further on.

From the record of the annual distribution of postal cards by the
department, it is estimated that this increase in rate would produce
added revenune of about $6,250,000,

That is, from this rate; and this does not refer to the rate
imposed on private mailing cards, which would raise $6,250,000
more, according to the estimate of the department.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., Does the Senator from
South Dakota yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. STERLING. I do.

Mr. COPELAND. I am not quite clear about this matter.
Would that mean, then, that there is a loss of $6,500,000 on the
change proposed in section 202, and an increase of £6,000,000
on paragraph (e¢), page 387

Mr. STERLING. No; I would not be able to say that that
means that that business has sustained a loss, but there is
some loss in it. There is no question as to that. Whether the
loss itself would amount to that or not I am hardly able to say,
but it will mean that much increased revenue. I will say to
the Senator that the cost of handling, transporting, and so
forth, this class of mail is 1.45 cents. That is the cost now;
and this increase to 114 cents will just about cover the cost.
1 will say to the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mosrs]
that I have been alluding to the other amendment with regard
to fractional postage.

Mr. MOSES. 1 thought the Senator was referring to the

. amendment before the Senate.

Mr. STERLING. No; I thought it was generally nunderstood
that I was referring to these other two items, Those are the
items about which the Senator questioned me, and I have been
speaking about them.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I may have been misled in the
same way. I should like to know specifically, however. The
Senator says there is now a loss on this kind of mail.

Mr. STERLING. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. Was he referring to section 201, then, on
drop letters?

Mr. STERLING. Oh, no; I was going ahead to speak about
the fractional postage covered in the next two paragraphs and
affected by the next two amendments.

Mr. NORRIS. May I ask the Senator whether there is not
quite a large profit to the Government now on drop letters at
1 cent, where there is no delivery made? Can he give us the
figures on that point?

Mr. STERLING. No; I can not give the Senator the fizures,
and I have seen no figures. There may be such figures in this
cost-ascertainment report. I have seen no estimate on the
subject.

Mr, NORRIS. In the case of a letter with a 1-cent stamp
on it, a drop letter, where it is not carried and where it is not
delivered—that is what this section deals with, as I under-

stand——
Mr. STERLING. It is.
Mr. NORRIS. It has occurred to me that there would be

quite a large profit on the business at 1 cent.
Mr, STERLING. The Post Office Department says this in
regard to that:

The number of drop letters on which there is postage of 1 cent
s so small that there would be no appreciable revenue derived through
increasing the rate from 1 cent to 114 cents per ounce, and no esti-
mate is submitted by the department as to the additional revenue from
this source,

The suggestion in the original bill of 114 cents with ref-
erence to drop letters is made for the purpose of keeping in
harmony with the other provisions of the bill.

So, Mr. President, in view of the conditions and circum-
stances and the report of the Post Office Department, I am
going to ask that the Senate reject the first amendment, the
amendment now before the Senate.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, the Senator’s own argument
has afforded ample basis for agreeing to the amendment. The
amount involved is very small. This class of matter must be
handled at a profit; and unless the whole structure of section
201 is to be overthrown as amended by the subcommittee,
unless it is proposed to put into our postage system the hybrid
of a cent and a half, which means 2 cents to the individual,
unless it is proposed to follow, as the department says, some-
thing which is established in foreign countries, even though it
does not exist here, it will be necessary to sustain the amend-
ment proposed by the committee.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator a
question?

Mr. MOSES. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. I want to ask the Senator whether this
increase in the rate on postal cards is proposed by the com-
mittee upon the theory that the present rate is too low, or is
it upon the theory that the Government wants additional
revenue from the Post Office Department, and it is increasing
these rates not because they are now too low but because the
Government wants additional revenue from that source?

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I should prefer to deal with
the question of the rate on postal eards and post cards when
those amendments are reached, but I am very glad to answer
the Senator now.

Mr. SIMMONS. T beg the Senator's pardon; I thought he
was now dealing with that subjeet. #

Mr. MOSES. No; we are now dealing with the amendment
which provides for the rate on drop letters.

Mr. SIMMONS. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I thonght he
read from page 37, line 18,

Mr, MOSES. No; the pending amendment is in line 16.
However, I am perfectly willing to answer the Senator now
if he wishes me to do so.

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask the same question with reference to
drop letters.

Mr. MOSES. I have just stated that the volume of this
class of mail is very small. The handling of it involves prae-
tically no labor in the post office.- The Senator will observe
that these are letters that are dropped into the office and put
into the box of the patron of the post office or handed out
through the delivery window by the postmaster. Necessarily,
the amount of handling there is practically nothing, and in con-
sequence the subcommittee believed that the existing rate of
1 cent was sufficient.

Mr. SIMMONS. Then it is the theory of the committee that
we should fix rates according to the expense to the Govern-
ment of affording the service?

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, we could not do that in every
case. The Senator did me the honor to listen to me with
patience for two or three hours the other day——

Mr. SIMMONS. I did; and I heard a very, very fine speech,

Mr. MOSES. And the Senator heard me say that. If the
Senator is insistent that as to every amendment proposed by
the subcommittee we shall be able to demonstrate that the
increase we are suggesting meets the cost of handling that par-
ticular piece of mail, I say to the Senator frankly now that
that is not the case. We have been endeavoring to draw as
consecutive, as consistent, as symmetrical a system of rates
as could be drawn to meet the conditions thrust upon us by
the President’s veto; namely, of getting out of increased postal
revenues the amount of money necessary to pay the wholly
justifiable inereases in postal salaries. We do not pretend to
any monopoly of wisdom about this. We do not necessarily
think that each conclusion we have reached is sacrosanct and
should not be criticized or tampered with, We simply say that
we have produced as consistent and symmetrical a body of rates
as was possible under the circumstances which necessitate
this legislation; and the Senator will remember that I pointed
out over and over again that the whole structure of rates as
proposed here leads up to the culminating amendment in the
bill, which looks forward to a complete investigation and a per-
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manent, thoroughly consistent; readily defendable schedule
of postal rates.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, if-the Senator will pardon
me, I am not, at least at this time, criticizing the- committee.
What I am trying to do is to develop, if I can, the line of
policy which controlled the committee in writing these new
rates; that is to say, was it the theory of the committee that
the rate ought to be fixed upon the basis of the cost to the
Government of furnishing the service?

Mr. MOSES. That was manifestly impossible in many cases.

Mr. SIMMONS. I wanted to develop whether that was the
general policy of the committee and the thought of the com-
mittee in fixing the rates; then, again, whether, in the Judg-
ment of the committee, the rates they fix are more equitable
than the rate which they supplant; and was it the idea of the
committee in increasing the rate that the present rate was too
low and ought to be increased, or was it the idea of the com-
mittee that, notwithstanding the present rate was not too low,
it ought to be raised to enable the Government to put he Post
Office Department upon the basis of a business investment?

I am simply trying to find out from the Senator upon what
general policy these rates were increased.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, it Is' not possible to state a
theory which will apply to each change in. rates contained in
the bill as it came to us originally, or in the bill as it now
stands with all of the amendments of the snbeommittee. The
general theory of the commitiee in dealing with the subject
was to allocate so many millions of dollars of additional reve-
nue through the four classes of mail matter, so that each class

gshould bear some share—as nearly as we could: determine it, a

reasonable share—of the millions to be raised. Therefore;, Mr.
Preshdent, in this section which deals with-the drop letters, the
postal card, and. the post card, we put the only increase which
this section contains upen that element of first-class mail which,

in our opinion, does not necessarily constitute a proper factor:
in publie activity, and which also carries with it a commerciall
In other words, we: left the drop

or merchandising feature.
letter, such as we are now discussing, exactly as it has been;
we left the postal eard, which is the Government card, exactly
as it has been, and we put the increase ou the private mailing
card, the pieture post card, every legitimate purpose of which
is subserved by the Government card, and into which, as' I
have already said, there enters a commercial: or merchandising
element.. That is the theory upon: which the change: in rates,

as contained in section 201, which we are now. discussing was

made.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, of course I did not expect
the Senator, as the chairman of the subcommittee, who ex-
plained this bill, to give exact figures or make exact answers
to the question as to what was.the proper price to pay for
this service, but I did desire to know the general pelicy
adopted by the committee. As I now understand the Senator,
he states, in substance, that it was ascertained that there was
a certain deficit in the revenues in the Post Office Department,
and it was desired to provide for that. deficit by levying in-
creased rates upon these four classes of mail matter; and
that pursuing that policy of raising enough money to fill this
hole—to meet this deflcit—they allocated the inereases in
rates that would be necessary to provide this additional rev-
enue by raising rates upon a certain class of mail a certain
sumn, another class a different sum, and so on, with a view
of raising a sufficient amount of money to pay the increased
exlaries of the post-office employees.

Alr, MOSES, I said that to the Senator the other day, and
I have just said it to him again.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator kmows very well that that is
a proposition which I combat very seriously. If that is the
general policy, then it Is a policy which does not meet with
my approval. I wanted to know if I was correet as to the
policy pursued by the committee, and I find, from the answers
of the Senator from New Hampshire, that I am. These: in-
creases were not made by the committee because the com-
mittee had investigated and found the present rates too. low,
but because the committee found that more money would be
needed if we increased the salaries of the post-office em-
ployees, and they divided up the deficit' which would be
creifed by the salary increases, and alloeated it to the differ-
enft classes of mail, increasing the rates upon those classes
sufficiently to raise the apportionment that was assigned to
each.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, what the Senator from. Nerth
Carolina says is, to a degree, correet. I call his attention to
the fact that I not only answered his question substantially im

the: form which. he has stated, but I volunteered that state-
ment on the floor of the Senate some days ago. I have nothing
to coneeal from the: Senator from North Carolina or from
the Senate, but I want the: Senator from North Carolina to
belieye: this, in addition, that we did not undertake to allocate
this money to the four classes of mail by mere rule of thumb.
We undertook, so far as the testimony at our command would:
permit, so far as the limited time which we deemed we could
give to the subject now would: permit, to allocate this money
through the four classes of mail matter with such degree of
justice as the circumstances would make possible, and I said,
and I say it again, and I can not say it too. often, no matter
how long the debate on this bill may run that the entire struc-
ture of amendments proposed by the subcommittee works up to.
the last amendment which we propose, an amendment which
looks to a searching Inquiry Into the whole subjeet of postal
rates, a subject, Mr. President, too diverse, too complicated to
be considered at a time when the senatorial mind is engrossed
with the great variety of business here on the floor and in the
committee room, a subjeet which probably will necessitate an
investigation into the questiom of rallway mail' pay again,
because of the Incongruities In the Postal Service now, where
we gell postage by the peund and pay for its transportation by
cubie feet, involving meany questions of general policy which
have existed since the beginnihg of the Post Office Department,
but upon which there Has been bullt up what I, at least, deemed’
to be a series of abuses; a series of extensions; at any rate,
which were never contemplated. In other words, I think that
the postal rate structure as it exists to-day, to a degree, as it
will exist if every amendment which I have proposed shall be
adopted, contains certain inconsistencies, certain incongruities,
which should' be: done away with. They could not be done
away witli completely in the manner in which the subeom-
mittee was able to: deal with the subject. The Senator will
forgive me if I say that neither he mor any other Senator
here, in the time at our disposal between now and the 4th of
March, could deal with the subjeet satisfactorily.

In order to meet a situation which T deemed to be acute,
to- bring: about action® which I believed to be thoroughly justi-
fied for the inerease of the salaries of postal employees; we
have devised this measure, and I had thought to disarm the
Senator from North Carolina by frankly saying it was emer-
geney, ston-gap legislation intended to cover an immediate
situation.

Mr. SIMMONS and: Mr. COPELAND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in
the:chair.) Does the Senator from New Hampshire yield; and
if ‘so, to whom?

Mr. MOSES. I yield to the Senator from: North Carolina.

Mr; SIMMONS. The Senator did discuss this:question upon
the fioor of the Senate, when he reported his bill, in'a very
illuminating way, and I toek oecasion then to ask the Senator
some questions, not exactly upon the line of the gquestions I
have propvunded' to-day but in some measure covering the
same ground. The Senator knows that the Senate does mot -
begin: thoroughly to consider and: refleet upon: these hig meas-
nres: during the general debate on them. It only begins fo do
that when we start to deal with the measure in' detail, by
amendment, and my thought was, notwithstanding the fact
that the Senator had expressed himself heretofore,—not so
fully: as he has now, not so completely as- he is now, but very
ably and very adroitly—now that we were taking up the bill

for the purpose of considering amendments to it, it would be

well to bring out the facts with reference to these amendments
as we deal with them. In order to determine our action it
was: very important that we' should' understand clearly the
policy upon which the bill was based.

As I now understand the Senator, he admits that the com-
mittee had to proceed with the investigations and the prepa-
ration of this bill—a matter of great publie import’ and of
great significance and impertance to millions of people in this
country—in a great hurry, in a great haste. I imagine that
in the hurry and the' haste the' committee had in mind the
chief purpose, which I' now undéerstand to be to raise additional
revenue, and in carrying out that purpose I fear very much
that they did not give proper consideration to the question
which underlies: that. That question is whether or not the
present: rates with which the committee is dealing, with a view
of increasing: them, are just and fair rates for the service per-
formed. The people of this counfry are entitled fo the cheap-
est possible service and the best possible service. T am afraid
that the ecommittee lost sight of that very fundamental faect
in reaching its conclusion and did not have the time, or, if it
had the time; did not take the time, to make a thorough and
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rigid inguiry, such as the importance of the gquestion demanded,
.as to whether or not the present rates are adeguate.

I am inclined to think that, due very likely to the fact that
the committee did not have sufficient time, and to the fact the
committee is censeious of the fact that it has net properly. in-
vestigated this fundamental faetor in the problem, the :com-
mittee proposes that the bill which they now ask us to pass
with reference to the increase of rates shall be of temporary
duration, and that within a very short me—less than a year, I
think—this part of the bill is to terminate. Am I correct about
that?

Mr. MOSES. That is guite right. The Senator and I had
a colloquy about that the other day.

Mr. SIMMONS. When we are put on notice by what seems
to be a practical admission by the committee that it did not
properly investigate all the phases and all the factors which
ought to enter into the consideration of these increases—what
they propose with reference to the temporary life of this bill
indicates that they are conscious themselves of that—then we
should scrutinize this legislation very carefully.

Mr. MOSES. I will be very glad to cooperate with the Sena-
tor from North Carolina in elucidating any feature of this rate
structure as proposed. The Senator undertook to state my
position for me two or three times in the course of his interrnp-
tion. I will now state it for myself, so far as section 201 is
concerned.

I believe that the rate of 1 cent for a drop letter, as proposed
here, is an adequate rate for the Government to exact for that
service, and that is why I am maintaining that this amendment
of ours should prevail.

I believe, further, that the convenience of the postal card, the
Government punblication, its value to a certain type of users of
the malls, is such that 1 cent is a just rate to exact for that.

When we come to the other class, however, the private mail-
ing card, which T have described as containing an element of
merchandising and of business and of profit making for indi-
viduals as against the Government, I am prepared to maintain
that the increased rate which we seek to apply is just.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator think that by increasing
the rate more revenue will be realized? That I understand to
be quite a debated question.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, the manufacturers of the pie-
ture post cards come to me, as I soppose they come to the
Senator from North Carolina——

Mr. SIMMONS. No; they have not been near me.

Mr. MOSES. As they come to others, and say “If this in-
creased rate is put on, we will be put out of business,” The
Benator fram North Carolina is thoroughly familiar with that
type of prophetic argument. He heard it at least ten thousand
times when he was acting on tariff: bills or tax bills during the
time of his distinguished service as chairman of the Committee
on Finance, and he knows that that type of argument amounts
to nothing. It is based upon self-interest, and we have not
attempted to draw this bill to make any one of these rates
revolve about a single individual, a single enterprise, a single
group of publications, a single community of users of the
mails,. We have attempted to allocate the rates in such wise
as we could without the complete knowledge which the Sen-
ator said we should have for permanent rates, and which I
admit we should have, but which we can not get except with
months and months of painstaking investigation.

Mr. OVERMAN and Mr. COPELAND addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr. MOSES. I yleld first to the Senator from New York,
because he has been waiting patiently. 1

Mr. COPELAND. We find the Senator from New Hamp-
shire this morning in an exceptional mood.

Mr. MOSES. No; perfectly natural,

Mr. COPELAND. He is yielding and unusually frank this
morning.

Mr. MOSES. I hope the Senator from New York is not
undertaking to convince the Senate or others that the Senator
from New Hampshire is not generally frank in the discussion
of a matter.

Mr. COPELAND. I think I used the term “exceptionally
frank.”

Mr. MOSHS. I thank the Senator for the adverb.

Mr. COPELAND. I assume that the Senator has admitted
that this stop-gap legislation intended to justify, I presume,
the presidential veto, and at the same time to provide for
increases in postal rates,

Mr. MOSES. I shall have to take the floor again in my
own Tight at this point before I lose gight of the particular
guestion the Senator from New York Is raising,

‘Mr. COPELAND. “Very well; I shall sit down.

Mr. MOSES. Oh, not at all, so far as 1 am concerned,

Mr. COPELAND. I thought the Senator was declining ‘to
yieid further.

Mr. MOSES. Oh, no; not at all; but I.do net want the
Senator from New York to.get too far away from this par-
ticular point before I make my rejoinder. So far as I am con-
cerned, ‘the measure which I am mow discussing was not
drafted to justify.the presidential veto. I voted to override
that veto; therefore I do mot have to justify it.

Mr.  COPELAND. The Senator admits that the bill is un-
scientific and probably improper in many of its features.

Mr, MOSES. Oh, no.

Mr. COPELAND. Hastily made.

Mr. MOSHES. Quickly made, but by very talented men.

Mr. COPELAND. Often talented men make the grossest
mistakes. 'There is no question that the bill proposed by the
committee and defended so ably by the eloquent Senator from
New Hampshire is a bill which has offended the farmers. It
has offended the press; it has offended the fraternal journal-
ists; It/ has offended the religious editors. If I may suggest to
the Senator from New Hampshire, this would be a good time
to move to strike ont Title II of the bill, let the investigation
£o on, and let the committee bring in at some time a bill which
is scientific and not, to nse the words of the Senater himself,
simply stop-gap legislation.

Mr. MOSES. I am mot sure that the Senator frem New
York has enumerated all the classes of people who feel them-
seives aggrieved by the proposed increases in rates. I assame
everybody whose self-interest is affected will oppose any in-
erease in the postal rates at any time under any circumstances.
My observation and the discussion I have had with those who
have been opposing the schedule of rates which the bill ear-
ries is that the opposition chiefly arises from self-interest, but
most of them want to see increased salaries paid the postal
employees. Most of them agree that the general policy of the
President is right when he insists that there shall be an in-
crease in postal revenue for the purpose, but all of them insist
that somebody else shallipay, not they.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me a moment?

Mr. MOSES. Certainly.

Mr. SWANSON. 1 wish to give notice to the Senator and
to the Chair that I am going to raise a point of order against
TMitle IT of the bill, and I would like to hear the Senator from
New Hampshire on that question,
ﬁMﬁ. MOSES. Does the Senator mean the whole rate see-

on?

Mr. SWANSON. Yes,

Mr. MOSES. The Senator is going to raise the point of
order against the entire Title I1?

Mr. SWANSBON. ‘Against that portion of the bill which
proposes to raise revenue.

Mr. MOSES. I do not care to discuss a moot guestion. If
the Senator from Virginia will make his point of order now
and let us get it clear, I am willing fo discuss it. The Senator
from Virginia wishes——

Mr. SWANSON. I make the point of order——

Mr. MOSES. Just a moment. Let me see how the Senator
states it. He intends to make the point of order against that
portion of the bill beginning with line 11, on page 37—

Mr. SWANSON. Yes; and all the rest of the bill

Mr. MOSES., Wait a moment—down to and ineluding line
4, on page 52. I understand that Senators on the other side
of the Chamber who have been discussing the quesfion this
morning are most eager for a searching investigation to be
made, and that is provided for in section 217.

Mr. SWANSON. As to the section that does not mndertake
to raise revenue, I :make no point of order, because I do not
think it would be subject to a point of order, but as to that
portion of the bill in Title IT down to section 217, the point
of order that I make is that it proposes to raise revenue and
put money in the Treasury, and under the Constitution of the
United States measures that undertake to raise revenue must
eriginate in the House of Representatives. So much of the

bill as contemplates raising revenue, inasmueh as the
measure originates in the Senate, is in contravention of the
Constitution of the United States. I wish to make that point
of order when I ean do so.

Mr. MOSES. Is the Senator going to make the point of
order?

Mr. SWANSON. Yes:; I make it now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire yield for that purpose? 2

Mr. MOSES. Yes; I am perfectly willing to have that
question raised at this time.
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My, STERLING. Is the point of order raised now with the
expectation that it will be considered and disposed of at this
time?

Mr, SWANSON. I am ready to dispose of it at this time.

Mr. MOSES. $So far as I am concerned, I am entirely will-
ing that the point of order shall be raised and taken up for
discussion now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire yield the floor for that purpose?

Mr. MOSES. I did yield for the purpose of having the
point of order made; in fact, I invited the Senator from
YVirginia to make it, ’

Mr. SWANSON. I make it now.

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from Virginia in turn invites me
to proceed with the discussion. I think the prosecution had
better say something first.

Mr. SWANSON. By courtesy I merely suggested, not in-
sisted. I am always glad to hear the Senator speak, but I did
not desire to take him off the floor in order that I might make
the point of order. I only thought that I ought to notify him
that I intended to do it, because I am satisfied we have no
authority in the Senate to originate revenue measures.

Mr. MOSES. I gave the Senator from Virginia full oppor-
tunity to make the point of order, and he has submitted it. I
do not think I ought to be called upon to discuss it until the
Senator from Virginia has at least amplified his views about
it to some extent, and I therefore yield the floor to him for
that purpose.

Mr. SWANSON. I shall be very glad to do so. The Constitu-
tion provides that measures for the purpose of raising revenue
must originate in the House of Representatives., This bill did
not originate in the House of Representatives, but in the Sen-
ate. It is a proposition to use the taxing powers of the Govern-
ment fo raise revenues or moneys to go into the Treasury of
the United States. I wish to say that the issuance of bonds to
raise money to go into the Treasury, the raising of revenue that
goes to the Treasury, ought to be incorporated in bills or meas-
ures which originate in the House of Representatives. That is
go provided in the Constitution, and the Constitution speaks
for itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the Senator from Virginia
will indulge the Chair just a moment, the Chair will say that
the same peint of order was made January 16, 1924, as to Sen-
ate bill 120, to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuel in the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes. The Presiding
Officer then held that the Chair has no authority to pass on the
constitutionality of a bill .and submitted the question to'the
Senate, Shall the point of order be sustained? The present
occupant of the chair would take the same position, and the
point of order raised by the Senator from Virginia will be sub-
mitted to the Senate.

Mr. SWANSON, That is agreeable. I am willing to vote
now,

Mr. CARAWAY. What will the vote be on—the point of
order?

Mr. SWANSON. If the point of order is to be sustained
the vote will be *yea.” If it is not to be sustained, the vote
will be “nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, Shall the
point of order raised by the Senator from Virginia be sus-
tained?

Mr. STERLING. There will be an opportunity to discuss
the question, of course?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The matter is submitted to
the Senate and it can discuss it as it sees fit.

Mr, MOSES. Has the Senator from Virginia concluded his
discussion of the question?

Mr. SWANSON. I wish to say further that the House of
Representatives is very jealous on this question and I am satis-
fied, if the bill goes to the House of Representatives, that it will
refuse even to consider it., It has always refused to consider
measures where its right to originate bills for producing reve-
nue was involved. The right to originate bills for the purpose
of raising revenue rests in the House of Representatives. I
remember once when I was chairman of the Committee on
Naval Affairs that expenses were pretty heavy and we origi-
nafed a measure to raise revenue for the purpose of meeting
those expenditures. The bill passed the Senate, but the House
of Representatives refused even to consider the bill until it
was sent back to the Senate and that provision was eliminated.

It seems to me the right, fair, just way is for the Senate to
confine itself to its fonctions and pass a bill providing what
we think is right in the way of increased salaries, and then
let the House of Representatives originate the measure to
provide the funds to pay the salaries,

Mr. CARAWAY. Before the matter is discussed let us
ltiiave i; quorum, so that everybody may know what the ques-

on

Mr, SWANSON. I think that is a good idea.

Mr. CARAWAY. T suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas
suggests the absence of a quornm. The clerk will call the roll.

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Ashurst Edwards McCormick Shields
Ball Ernst McKellar Shipstead
Bayard Fernald MeKinley Bhortridge
Bingham Ferris McNary Simmons
Borah Fesas Maytield Smith
Brookhart Fletcher Means Smoot
Broussard Frazier Metealf Spencer
Bruce Gooding Moses Sterling
Bursum Hale Neely Swanson
Butler ITarreld Norris Underwood
(:.ameron Harris Odiie Wadsworth
Capper Harrison Overman Walsh, Mags,
Caraway Heflin Pepper Warren
Copeland Howell Phipps Watson
Couzens Johnson, Calif, Pittman Weller
Curtis Jones, Wash. alston Wheeler
Dale Kendrick Ransdell

Dial Keyes Reed, Mo,

Dill King Sheppard

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-three Senators hay-
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I will state for the benefit
of Senators who were not then present that I have raised
a point of order against the provisions of Title IT of the
pending bill, which inecreases rates of postage on various
classes of mail matter therein included, embracing parcel
post, letters, journals, and so forth. The point of order is made
on the ground that that portion of the bill is contrary to
section 7 of the Constitution which provides that “All bills
for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives.”

Inasmuch as we have not now before us a revenue raising
bill, sent here from the House of Representatives, I consider
the portion of the bill which proposes to raise revenue subject
to the point of order. The provisions of the bill, however,
proposing to increase the salaries of postal employees are such
as the Senate would have a right to enact; but I make the
point of order against Title II of the bill which contravenes
the right of the House of Representatives to originate revenue-
producing measures.

The only defense which has ever been urged for such legis-
lation as that contained in Title IT is that the rates of postage
provided constitute a charge for a service and are not proposed
for the purpose of raising revenue. It is very hard, however,
to make any such distinetion, where the money so raised goes
into the Treasury to be used for all purposes of the Govern-
ment. All the revenue collected by such charges goes into
the Treasury to be appropriated by Congress. Consequently,
it seems fo me, that under the general principles governing
such legislation, the rates proposed clearly can not be held
to be charges for service rendered, as they are, when collected,
covered info the Treasury with all the other revenues of the
Government, and, therefore, must be considered as revenue go-
ing into the Treasury to be appropriated out of the Treasury
by Congress, as are any other revenues.

There have been some cases in which it has been held as
to some specific matters, where the Government makes specifie
charges for services, that amendments affecting such charges,
proposed in the Senate, do not constitute revenue legislation.
This, however, is a case where the money will go into the
Treasury; it will go through all the ordinary processes of
collection; and it can only be appropriated out of the Treas-
ury by Congress as are other revenues.

It seems to me, in addition, that we ought not to assume
the power of attempting to enact such legislation when the
House of Representatives has always been very scrupulous in
insisting revenue measures should originate with them. It
seems to me we ought to adhere to the policy of not permit-
ting to originate in the Senate on Dbills increasing salaries
amendments for the purpose of raising revenue. TUnder the
circunmstances I make the point of order against so much of
the bill as contemplates raising revenue by an increase of
postal rates.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, far be it from me to attempt
to measure swords with the Prince Rupert of debate from
Virginia, a great constitutional lawyer, a great executive, and
a great legislator; but the Senator has stated the case for the
proponents of Title IT of this bill. Our contention is that this
is not an appropriation bill within the meaning of the Con-
stitution. We base that contention upon the fact that the
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provision giving abseclute, complete control of revenue bills in
their origination to the House of Representatives is found in
one place in the Constitution, whereas the broad power. of
Congress to establish post offices and post roads, a concomi-
tant. portion of which power is the payment of salaries, is to
be found in another place.

VWe maintain further, Mr. President, that the payments pro-
vided for in the schedule of rates in Title IT of the bill are not
payments of revenue in the form of general taxation; that
they are payments for specific services carefully enumerated
in the body of the measure itself; and that they are paid by
no one who does not enjoy those services. They are unlike
a general levy of a tax burden upon the whole body of the
people.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, the Senator from New
Hampshire has stated briefly; but very well indeed, the case
against the point of ‘order made by the Senator from Virginia

This is not a bill raising revenue in the: ordinary sense of
the term, or a bill raising revenue within the meaning of the
constitutional provision, which is to the effect that bills rais-
ing revenue must originate in the House of Representatives,
The exact wording of the constitutional provision is:

would apply in all cases of such exeess. In some of them. the result
might fluctuate, there. being excess at. one time.and deficiency at
another,

It is. & _matter of common knowledge that the appeliative * revenue
laws " is never applied to. the statutes involved in these classes of
cases.

The court indicates :that to say that the expression “ other
sources” comprehends conditions. such as we now have before
us in connection with the adjustment of rates, and that meas-
ures making such provision because of that could be ecalled
bills *“for raising revenue” would be absurd.

The construction of this limitation is practically well settled by the
uniform action of Congress. According. te that construction it * has
been confined to bills to levy taxes in the strict sense of the words,
and has not been understood to extend to bills for other purposes
which ineidentally create revenue.”

* Bills for raising revenue ” when enacted into laws, become revenue
laws. Congress was a constitutional body sitting under the Constitus
tion. It was, of course, famliiar with the phrase “ bills for raising
revenue,” as used in that instrument and the construction which had
been given. it.

The precise question before us.came under the consideration of

All bills-for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre- | Mr. Justice Story, In. the United States v. Mayo (1 Gall.3986). He held
sentatives; but the Senate may propose or concur with amendments | that the phrase revenue lews, as used in:the act of 1804, meant such
-a8-on-other 'bills. | laws “as. are made for the direct and avowed. purpose of creating

It has been stated—and the Senator from Virginia himself revenue.or public funds-for the service of.the government.” The same
made the statement—that it is contended, on the part of the | doctrine was reafirmed.by that eminent judge, in the United States

advocates of ‘this bill, that the rates proposed in the- bill repre-
sent charges: for services-rendered. That is the fact; and the
bill proposes to raise the means- with which to pay: for the
services rendered and to pay increases in the salaries of postal
employees.. It is mot a tax bill or a revenue bill within the
‘meaning of the words “ for raising revenue’ as used in the
Constitution:

I wish to call attention to-a few authorities. I first looked
up the authorities; following a suggestion by the Senator from
Virginia: some weeks ago  when this matter- was before the
Senate that he thought the bill was objectionable on the ground
that it was a bill for raising revenue. Icall attention: first
to the case of United States against Norton, found in Ninety-
first' United States Reports, at page 5668. That was a criminal
case, and I can not take time to read or state the facts in:the
case, but’ the .court-said:

The offénses charged were crimes arising under the money order
acts. The title of that act does not indicate that Congress, in enact-
ing if, had any purpose of revenue in view—

Although, of course; it provided for a charge or fee for
money orders issued—

1ts - object, as-expressly declared at the ontset of the first section, was
*te promote public convenience and ‘to insure greater security in the
transmission of money through the United States mails.™

. Now, with reference to what was done with the money
received for money orders and money charged as fees for the
issuing of money orders the court says:

All moneys received from the sale of money ordérs, all fees res
celved for selling them; and all’ mobeys. transferred in administering
the act are * to be deemed and taken to be money in the Treasury
of the United States.”” The Postmaster General is authorized to allow
the deputy postmasters:at the money-order offices; as a compensation
for their serviees, not exceeding “ one-third of the whele amount of
fees received on money orders:issued,” and at his option, in addition,
“ ane-eighth of 1.per cent upon the gross amount of orders paid at the
office.”

And so forth. Then the court says:

There is nothing in the context of the act to warrant the bellef
that Congress in passing it wes animated by any other motive than
that avowed in the first section. A willingness is shown to sink
money, If necessary, to accomplish that objeet.

In no jost view, we think, ean' the statute in gquestion be ecalled a
revenue law,

The lexical definition of the term “revenue" is very comprehensive.
It is thus given by Webster: * The income of a nation, dérived from
its taxes, duties, or other sources, for the payment of the national
expenses.”

Then the court comments upon the expression
sources,” and says:

The phrase * other sonrces " would inelude the proceeds of the publie
lands; those arising from the sale of ‘public securities, the receipts of
the Patent Office in-excess of its expemnditures, and those of  the Post
Office ‘Department, when there:should be-such execess, as there was for
a time in the early history of the Government. Indeed, the phrase

* other

v. Cushman, 420.

Mr; HARRISON.
| question?
| The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does-the Senator from Sout
| Dakota. yield to the Senator from: Mississippi? |
| Mr. STERLING. Yes; I yield to the Senator.
|  Mr. HARRISON. The Senator reealls that some months
| ago—I do. not remember now all the faets touching it—there
| was a piece of legislation proposed here; I think introdueed by
| the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Barr], carrying out a certain
| agreement between the District of Columbia and the State of

Maryland touching, the gasoline tax. That question; as - T
reeall, was left to the Senate, and the Senate decided that it
was a revenue bill, and refused to take:it up for consideration.

It was then sent baek.to the House; the House then passed it;
| and it then came before the Senate. Did not the Senator vote
| at that time that that was a revenue bill, and that it was not
properly before the Senate?
|  Mr. STERLING. I.do.not recall

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator ought to look up his reeord
| on that proposition.
| Mr. STERLING. I will say frankly, to. the Senator:that I
| do not recall that bill nor the circumstances, ;
| Mr. HARRISON. Does not the Senafor think that is- a
| bill pretty much in point?
| Mr. STERLING. No;.I do not, in connection. with this.
Mr. SWANSON:. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
| question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Seuth

Dakota yield to the Senator from Virginia?
| Mr, STHERLING. . I yield to the Senator from Virginia.
| Mr. SWANSON: How wonld this measure be retarded in
its progress to final enactment if we should sustain this point
of order and send the measure providing for the inerease of
salaries over. to the House? The House has to agree to it
anyway ; and the House, having. the power to. originate tax
measures, could put on the bill any amendment which it saw
proper in connection with taxes. The bill would then come
back to the Senate. Does the Senator see how. the measure
would be hort by going over in that way, and not having this
conflict as to the jurisdietion of the two bodies?

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, in view of the time I
should say. that this matter ounght to be disposed of here and
now and in this bill, and that the Senate ought to take the
view which I sincerely believe to be the correct view—that
this is not a revenue measure—and. if they-fake that view,
we will be that much further along with the enactment of
| this legislation.. !
|  Take the ease of Twin City Bank against Nebeker, found in
One hundred and sixty-seventh United States:

The contention In-this case is-that the:section of the act:of June 3,
1864, providing a- national currency secured by ‘& pledge. of  United
| Sintes bonds, and for:the circulation and redemption thereof, so fdr

as it imposed a tax upon: the- average amount of the notes-of a

national banking association: in:cirenlation; was: a/revenue bill within

the clause - of. the Constitution: declaring that: ' all bills for raising
revenue: shall originate in the House of Representatives? ; * - *' #

Mr. President, may I’ ask’ the-Senator a
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that it appeared from the officlal Journals of the two Houses of
Congress that while the act of 1864 originated in the House of Rep-
resentatives, the provision Imposing this tax was not in the bill as
it passed that body, but originated in the Senate by amendment, and,
being accepted by the House, became a part of the statute; that such
tax was, therefore, unconstitutional and vold; and that, conseguently,
the statute did not justify the action of the defendant.

It will be observed, from reading the opinion of the court,
that the court would regard it as wholly immaterial whether
the bill originated in the Senate or not; it was not a revenue-
producing measure,

The court says:

The case is not one that reguires either an extended examination
of precedents or a full discussion as to the meaning of the words
in the Constitution, *“Dbills for raising revenue.” What bills belong
to that class s a question of such magnitude and importance that
it is the part of wisdom not to attempt, by any general statement,
to cover every possible phase of the subject. It is sufficlent in the
present case to say that an act of Congress providing a national
currency secured by a pledge of bonds of the United States, and
which, in the furtherance of that object, and also to meet the expenses
attending the execution of the act, imposed a tax on the notes in
circalation of the banking associations organized under the statute,
is clearly not a revenue bill which the Constitution declares must
originate in the Iouse of Representatives. Mr. Justice Story has
well said that the practical construction of the Constitution and
the history of the origin of the constitutional provision in question
proves that revenue bills are those that levy taxes in the strict sense
of the word, and are not bills for other purposes which may inci-
dentally create revenue.

Mr. President, in no sense of the word does this bill pro-
vide for the levy of taxes. This bill adjusts rates of pay for
gervice rendered. Those who use the mails.

Mr, BRUCH. Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Dakota yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. STERLING. I yield to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BRUCE. I will ask the Senator whether a valuable
legal analogy in cases of this kind is not furnished by an act
of Congress providing that a particular Federal officeholder
shall be paid out of the fees of his office? An act of that
Kind, it seems to me, would hardly be called an act to raise
revenue,

Mr. STERLING., ‘- No.

Mr. BRUCE. In other words, the officeholder would not be
paid out of anything which it seems to me could be accurately
described as revenue. He would be paid a quantum meruit,

Mr, STERLING. To be sure.

Mr. BRUCE. And in the same way it seems to me that a
bill like this, so far as this particular compensation is con-
cerned, is not to be referred to that part of the section of the
Constitution which says that “all bills for raising revenue
shall originate in the House of Representatives,” but to that
part of the same article which confers upon Congress the power
* to establish post offices and post roads.”

Mr, STERLING. Certainly.

Mr. BRUCE. In other words, as I look at it, the provision
for postage in a bill of this kind is simply a provision for a
quantum meruit; that is to say, for a special compensation for
the special postal service that is rendered.

Mr. STERLING. Yes.

Mr. BRUCHE. I have taken the liberty of submitting those
ideafh to the Senator for consideration, for whatever they are
worth.

Mr. STERLING. I thank the Senator, and I think the
analogy is a very good one, indeeg.

Just a word from this decision, now, Mr. President.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, will the Senator pardon me
a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Dakota yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. STERLING. I do.

Mr. SIMMONS. Just at this point.I want to say that some
questions I propounded this morning were in part for the pur-
pose of eliciting from the committee an expression as to
whether these rates had been increased because they were re-
garded as too low, or whether they had been increased for the
purpose of raising revenue to supply a governmental deficiency.
I conceive that to be very important upon the very question
that is pending before the Senate right now; and I understood
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] to admit that
they were levied without any due consideration of the question
of the inadequacy of the present rates and for the purpose of
raising money to meet a deficit in the Post Office Department,

Now, if the Senator from South Dakota will pardon me, I
should like to say this, so that he may answer: I have antici-
pated this very motion. I have recognized that the question
was a very close one, but I have recognized what the Supreme
Court seems to have recognized in one of the leading cases
quoted by the Senator—that it was a question which would
depend very largely upon the purpose and intent with which
the increase was made. If it is for the purpose of raising
revenue to meet a governmental situation, then it would be
given one construction. If it is simply for the purpose of
increasing pay for a service, it would be given another con-
struction. That is a nice question which the bill raises.

I observe by reading the title of this bill that it is entitled:

A bill reclassifying the salaries of postmasters and employees of the
Postal Service, readjusting their salaries and compensation on an
equitable basis, increasing postal rates to provide for such readjust-
ment, and for other purposes.

In other words, it is a bill increasing postal rates for the
purpose of raising revenue to pay increased salaries. Now,
take that, together with the admission of the Senator from
New Hampshire, who was chairman of the subcommittee
which framed this measure, that the governing purpose was
to raise revenue to put in the Treasury for the purpose of
meeting a Government deficit, and have we not a clear indica-
tion that the purpose of this bill is not to adjust and balance
and fix postal rates according to the requirements of the serv-
ice and the value of the service, but that it is for the purpose
of raising money to pay for a governmental charge, namely,
the salaries of its employees?

Mr. President, the House of Representatives has been very
jealous of its prerogatives in this respect. Several times since
I have been in the Senate, when we passed a measure that we'
did not ourselves think was a revenue measure but that the
House construed as being one for the purpose of raising reve-
nue, it has sent the bill back to us and resented our action
upon it as an encroachment upon the prerogatives of the House.

The Senator says that these are not revenue rates. I recall
this matter, which I wish to call to the attention of the Senate,
and which is only one illustration of many that might be
drawn from the revenue bills we have been passing here in
recent years:

We dealt with the guestion of raising revenue in a bill passed
here some years ago. That was the sole object and purpose of
it. One of the ways that we devised for raising revenue was
an increase in the rate of postage upon first-class matter,
Before the passage of that bill the postage rate upon letters,
first-class matter, was 2 cents. To raise revenue for the pur-
pose of defraying the expenses of the Government, we increased
that rate from 2 to 3 cents, and that is exactly what the Sen-
ator’s bill does with reference to these matters affecting rates.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] suggests—and I
thank him for the suggestion; it is adding force to the con-
tention, and it is not my contention; it is the contention of the
Supreme Court; the Senator has just read it—that the question
is, Was the purpose and intent to raise revenue? If that was
the purpose of it, then you may camouflage it as much as you
please, but you ean not get rid of that intention; and it is the
intention which controls in determining the question of whether
or not it is a measure to raise revenue.

Mr. STERLING. Does the Senator from North Carolina
agree with the interpretation given the expression *bills for
raising revenue” as I have read it?

Mr. SIMMONS. I have not read that case, and I could not
gay to the Senator whether I agree with it or not. I was
merely referring to the part of it which I understood the Sen-
ator to read, stating that the question of whether it was a
revenue-raising proposition depended in part upon the purpose
as well as upon the language.

When the President of the United States vetoed the late
measure providing for increases of the salaries of postal em-
ployees, he did so upon the ground of lack of revenue, and
suggested that if the Congress would, at the same time if
enacted this legislation, or contemporaneounsly therewith, pro-
vide sufficient revenue with which to meet the increased ex-
penses of the Post Office Department, then his view with ref-
erence to the proposed salary increase might be different.
Now the Senate is attempting to carry out the requirement of
the President and do that very thing which he said must be
done, namely, that the Congress must devise means and enact
legislation for the purpose of raising the necessary revenue.

Mr. STERLING. Does the Senator from North Carolina
think that this is a bill for the purpose of levying taxes in the
strict sense of the words?




1925

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

2217

Mr. STMMONS. What I meant to say to the Senator was
that evidently the purpose and intent of this bill is to raise
revenue.

Mr. STERLING. What taxes would it levy? What else
would it do than readjust the rates on certain classes of mail
matter, imposing no general taxation at all on the public?

Mr. SIMMONS. It would levy the same general charaecter
of taxes that were provided for in some of the provisions
of the revenue bills we passed during the war.

Mr. STERLING. Here is the interpretation put upon the
language of the Supreme Court:

The consiruction of this limitation is practically well settled by
the uniform action of Congress. According to that construction, 1t
“has been confined to bLills to levy taxes in the strict sense of the
words, and has not been understood to extend to bills for other
purposes which incidentally create revenue.”

What is the object of this bill? Its primary purpose and
object is to increase the salaries of all postal employees of the
country. Then it adjusts rates which the users of the mail
pay for the service so as to raise the revenue to provide for
the increases.

Mr. SWANSON.
interruption?

Mr, STERLING. Certainly.

Mr. SWANSON. In section T of Article I the Constitution

Mr, President, will the Senator permit an

does not mention “taxes” It refers to bills “for raising
revenue.”
Mr. STERLING. I am reading the langunage of the Su-

preme Court.

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, this is
to raise $63,000,000 of revenue, which will be put into the
Treasury, and which must be appropriated out of the Treas-
ury by act of Congress.

Mr. OVERMAN, Mr. President, if the Senator will yield
to me, I think we can settle this right now. Here is a pre-
cedent. -

Mr. STERLING. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. OVERMAN. I am rea#ding from a report by Roscoe
Conkling, once a Senator in this body, to whom this guestion
was referred.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. When was that?

Mr. OVERMAN. e cited the Congressional Globe of 1846,
and stated that the Post Office appropriation bill in the
second session of the Thirty-fifth Congress originated in the
House, but that the Senate added an amendment raising the
rates of postage. When that was returned to the House Mr.
Grow—who was a distinguished Member of the House—ob-
jected, and said, “The amendment is in the nature of a
revenue bill.” The bill was returned to the Senate by the
House, but the Senate adhered to its original action, and the
bill failed.

That shows how the matter was construed then—that the
raising of the postal rates was a raising of revenue, and the
Senate having added an amendment to the bill to raise postage
rates, the House would not consider the matter at all.

Mr. STERLING. Let me say, Mr. President, that I do not
consider that decisive of the question involved here.

‘Mr. OVERMAN. It is a case in point. Does not the Sen-
ator agree that this measure provides for an inerease in post-
age rates?

Mr. STEHRLING. It provides for an increase in the post-
age rates in some instances. Yes; I quite agree to that.

Mr. OVERMAN. What is the difference between raising
postage rates in 1846 and raising postage rates now?

Mr. STERLING. I see no difference as the Senator states
it. The difference is in the authorities.

Mr. OVERMAN. Such men as Roscoe Conkling, and others,
have decided that it was raising revenue.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STERLING. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Suppose we had here a
bill providing for increased salaries to customs employees,
and we desired to meet the increases by an increase in cus-
toms duties. Would not the Senator hold that the part of the
bill which provided for increasing tariff duties would be in
violation of the Constitution?

Mr. STERLING. That is a different proposition.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, How is it different? Postal
revenue is, as the Senator says, collected only from those who
use the mails, So are customs duties and tariff protective
duties collected from interested parties. The people who pay
those duties are only the people who buy the goods, and it
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does not seem fo me that it could be classed as a general taxa-
tion Iaw which would affect everybody.

Mr. STERLING. I think it would be classed as a general
tariff tax, and all tariff acts, of course, are said to be for the
raising of revenue and must originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives, because they are tariff acts. This is not a bill to
fix a tariff; it is a rate measure.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator will agree that
if a bill providing for increased salaries to those employees
in the performance of collecting the customs duties were in-
troduced, and there was a provision in it providing for an
inerease in the protective tariff rates, that would be in viola-
tion of the Constitution.

Mr. STERLING. I am not ready to agree to that proposi-
tion, I will say to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Now I want to call attention to further statements by the
Supreme Court, going back a little and reading a few lines
which I read before, in order that I may preserve the connec-
tion:

Mr. Justice Story has well gaid that the practieal construction of the
Constitntion and the history of the origin of the constitutional pro-
vislon in gueetion proves that revenue bills are those that levy taxes in
the strict sense of the word, and are not bills for other purposes which
may incidentally create revenue. The main purpose that Congress had
in view was to provide a national cnrrency based upon United States
bonds, and to that end it was deemed wise to impose the tax In ques-
tion. The tax was a means for effectually accomplishing the great
object of giving to the people a currency that would rest primarily
upon the honor of the United States and be avaiflable in every part
of the country, There was no purpose by the act or by any of its pro-
visions to raise revenue to be applied in meeting the expemses or
obligations of the Government.

This interpretation of the statute renders it unnecessary to consider
whether, for the decision of the guestion before us, the Journals of the
two Houses of Congress can be referred to for the purpose of determining
whether an act, duly attested by the official signatures of the President
of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and the
President, and which is of record in the State Department as an act
passed by Congress, originated in the one body or the other,

As I stated before, it would have been immaterial in which
House it did originate. It could have been originated here
and not have been in violation of the Constitution.

The next case to which I call attention, Mr. President, is the
case of Millard v. Roberts (202 U, 8.). Let me read just a
short statement of the facts of this case and see how nearly
this came to be a bill for raising revenue.

The principal allegations of the bill are that the railroad defendants
are private corporations and all interested in the railway and terminal
facilities of the District of Columbia; that the District of Columbia
owng no stock in any of the companies nor iz otherwise interested in
any of them save as useful private enterprises, and yet it is required
by sald acts, * without any lawful consideration therefor,” to pay the
Baltimore & Potomae Railroad Co. the sum of $750,000, and a like
sum to the Baltimore & Ohio Rallroad Co., “ to be levied and assessed
upon the taxable property and privileges in the sald District other
than the property of the United States and the District of Columbia,”
and for the exclusive use of said corporations, respectively, * which is
a private use and not a governmental use " ; that the public moneys of
the District of Columbia are ralsed chiefly by taxation on the lands
therein, and that the complainant is obliged to pay and does pay
diréct taxes on land owned by him therein, And the bill also alleges
that the acts of Congress are “acts which provide for raising revenue
and are repugnant to Article I, section 7, clause 1, of the Constitution
of the United States, and are therefore null and void ab initio, and
to their entire extent, because they and each and every one of them
originated in the Senate and not in the House of Representa-
tivesT: .08,

The first contentlon of appellant i3 that the acts of Congress are
revenue measures and therefore should have originated in the House
of Representatives and not in the Senale, and to sustain the conten-
tion appellant submits an elaborate argument. In answer to the con-
tention the case of Twin City Bank v. Nebeker (167 U. 8. 198) need
only be cited. It was observed there that it was a part of wisdom not
to attempt to cover by a general statement what bills sghall be said to
be: “ bills for raising revenue' within the meaning of those words
in the Constitution, but it was said, quoting Mr, Justice Story, *‘ that the
practical construction of the Constitution and the history of the origin
of the constitutional provision in question proves that revenue bills
are those that levy taxes in the strict sense of the word and are not
bills for other purposes, which may incidentally create revenue.” And
the act of Congress which was there passed on illustrates the mean-
ing of the language used, The act involved was one providing a na-
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ticnal currency and imposed s tax upon the average amount of the
notes of a national banking assoclation In eirculation. The provision
was assalled for unconstitutionality because it originated in the Senate—

And so forth. Then, the decision quotes language which has
already been quoted and referred to in calling attention to the
case of Twin City Bank against Nebeker.

This langunage is applicable to the acts of Congress in the case at bar,
Whatever taxes are imposed are but means to the purposes provided
by the act,

Mr, President, that language ought to be decisive of this
question in the mind of every Senator here, Referring to what
was said by the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Simmons],
1 may take the interpretation given by the Senator from New
Hampshire; I may take the language of the title of the bill as
it is related to this question in its broadest sense, and yet this
is not a bill, according to the construction put upon this clause
by the Supreme Court of the United States, for.the purpose of
raising revenue, and therefore it is not open to the objection
made by the Senator from Virginia [Mr, SwaNsox].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, Shall the
point of order raised by the Senator from Virginia be sustained?

Mr. ASHURST and Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts called for
the yeas and nays. -

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
guorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Benator from Indiana
suggests the absence of a quornm. The clerk will call the roll,

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow-
ing Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Edwards McCormick Sheppard
Ball Ernst McKellar Shields
Bayard Fernald McKinley Bhortridge
Bingham Ferris McLean Simmons
Jorah Fess MeN EBmith
Brookhart Tletcher Mayfie! Smoot
Broussard Frazler Means Bpencer
Bruce Gooding Me Bterling
Bursum Hale Moses Swanson
Butler Harreld Nealy Underweod
Cameron Harris Norris Wadsworth
Capper Harrison Oddie ‘Walsh, Mass
Caraway eflin Overman ‘Walsh, Mont,
Copeland Howell Pepper Warren
Couzens Johnson, Calif.  Phipps Watson
Curtis Jones, Wash, Pittman Wheeler
Pale Eendrick Ralston
Iial Keyes Ransdell
Dill King Reed, Mo,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-three Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum is present.

AMr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator
from Sonth Dakota [Mr. Sterving] whether as & matter of
fact all of the revenue that is derived from postal rates is not
covered into the Treasury?

Mr. STERLING. Exaectly.

Mr. McCEELLAR. The Senator will recall that several years
ago when we were in the war we raised the rate on first-
class mail to 3 cents for the purpose of raising additional rey-
enue for the Government. The Senafor recalls that, does he

not?

Mr. STERLING. That was the sole purpose, to raise revenue
for the Government.

Mr. McEELLAR. But it increased the postage from 2 cents
to 3 cents.

Mr. STERLING. And it was in the revenue act, too.

Mr. McKELLAR., Originating in the House?

Mr. STERLING. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. All of the revenues that were obtained
from the inereased rates went into the Treasury.

Mr. STERLING. One of the cases to which I referred was
the case of the United States against Norton, wwhere the courts
were interpreting the application of the act providing for the
money-order system. That act provided that all the moneys re-
ceived for money orders and for fees for issuing money orders
ghould be covered into the Treasury of the United States and be
& part of the Government’s funds, and yet they held that it was
not a revenue act within the meaning of the Constitution.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, the Senate has fallen
into a very bad system of deciding points of order the way
we want to decide them and not with reference to the merits
of the question. The result is that we can hardly be said any
longer to have rules in the Senate. I have always opposed that
gystem, and I know that in what I am going to say I shall
find myself in opposition to the desires of many of my own col-
leagues and to my own desires. I would like to pass a bill
raising the salaries of the employees and send it to the House
of Representatives and let the House accept it or reject it.
If the House saw fit to add a revenue measure and commit

i
itself to it and it came back here, we could then pass it in
that form.

My own opinion is that the bill in its present form will not
be passed by the House at this session. But, Mr. President,
we _have raised in the point of order an important constitu-
tional guestion. T regret that I have not had time to examine
the authorities, but proceeding upon the light of reason it
seems to me that the point of order can not be sustained.
The Constitution provides that revenue measures shall origi-
nate in the House of Representatives, and that raises the
question whether this is a revenue measure. Now, what are
the facts? The United States is engaged in performing a
service. It carries the mail from one part of the couniry
to another, and for that service it fixes a charge. It says to
the citizens of the United States: “We will carry a letter
written by you across the country for 1 eent or 2 cents, or
for some other specified sum. If you do mot want to employ
us, you do not have to employ us, but if you do employ us,
you must buy a stamp of a certain denomination and put
that stamp upon your letter and thus pay for the service.”
Revenue measures as referred to in the Constitution do not
in my jundgment apply to that character of charge..

I have had only a moment, and I have examined just one
of the authorities which were cited by the RBenator from
South Dakota [Mr., Stesrixe]. It scems to me, however, that
the langnage of the syllabus, which, I take it, must conform to
the text—I have not had time to read the text—the language
of the syllabus settles it:

‘Revenue hbills, within the meaning of the constitutional provision
that they must originate in the House of Representatives and not in
the Senate, are those that levy taxes in the striet sense of the word
and are not bills for other purposes which may incldentally create
revenue,

Now, who is prepared to say that this is a tax in the
“gtrict sense” of the term?

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
guestion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senatar from Mis-
souri yiéld to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. CARAWAY. Following that line of reasoning, if the
Congress should decide that import duties were for the purpose
of regulating the inspection of the kind of goods that are to
be admitted we conld levy any kind of a tax.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not follow the Senator on that.

Mr. CARAWAY. 1 recall, and the Senator from Missouri
will, too, that a few years ago there was an attempt under the
Smith-Lever bill to control cotton futures. The Senate put
on an amendment in the nature of a substitute providing a
special tax. The law went to the court, and the court said it
was a revenue bill. Although it was a tax upon the transfer
of a certain number of bales of cotton, so much being required
to be paid for each bale that was transferred, it was a service
for which the Government was charging a tax. It was called
a tax; it was levied as a tax; and the court =aid it was a
revenue measure, and, therefore, must originate in the House
of Reprezentatives.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I do not think that
case is in point., The Government in that instance was levy-
ing a tax in fact, and the court said that it was a revenne
measure; but the charge in this instance has no relation to a
tax; it has nothing to do with a tax. This charge is for a
service rendered.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
question?

Mr. REED of Missouri. Certainly.

Mr. CARAWAY. When the World War was on and we were
raising revenue to carry on the war, in a revenue bill, one
which was looked upon as a revenue measure, we increased
first-class postage rates from 2 to 3 cents. The money went
into the Treasury exactly as will the meney levied nnder this
bill should it become a law. That was a revenue measure,
and this is a revenue measure, if that was. The Senator from
Missonri recalls the increase of rates of postage?

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. CARAWAY. Was that a revenue measure?

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not think it was, but such
legislation might have gone into a revenue bill,

Mr. MOSES. May I snggest to both the Senators that at
the time that was done there was a very great outery against
the Finance Committee here and the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives for having invaded the
legislative prerogatives of the Committees on Post Offices and
Post Roads in both branches,
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Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr, President, the distinction that
I think I see—I sometimes do not see things right, perhaps, a
majority of times I do not—is this: A bill may be brought
in here that is a strictly revenue measure, that levies taxes
upon the people. The Senate may amend it or the House of
Representatives may amend it and put in an item, or such an
item may be originally in it, which increases the income of the
Government, but does not do it by taxation but by the fixation
of an additional charge for some particular thing. I think
the distinction is perfectly clear.

Mr. CARAWAY. Of course, I may be wrong, and perhaps I
am usually wrong, but if we can simply say that certain
moneys raised for certain purposes do not constitute a tax,
but merely a charge for services, I do not know why the
Senate may not invade every province of raising revenue. . Can
it be maintained that the constitutional inhibition is avoided
'by saying that the inspection of the goods is the thing for
isvhich import duties are charged, or that the money is to be
paid out in a certain way or for a certain kind of service? I
heard the chairman of the commiftee who had this matter
in charge say, in answer to a question from the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Smmamoxns], that they had not adjusted
the charges to the revenue and that they did not know whether
or not the rates proposed ought to be charged in order to raise
the required amount of money by this means.

Mr. REED of Missourl. Well, Mr. President, one might——
~ Mr. MOSES. And may I complete my answer by saying
to the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] that the money
was also to be raised for a specific purpose, to pay expenses
for certain services rendered.

Mr. CARAWAY. But that is merely an assertion. There is
not anything in the bill that makes the particular money which
is raised pay the post-office employees. Those employees are
being paid out of the general revenue, and this money goes into
the general revenue. The money is not taken from the man
who buys a postage stamp and handed over fo a postal clerk
to pay his salary.

Mr. MOSES. That will be found in the title of the bill, I
will say to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, the poverty of our
language is responsible for many differences of opinion. We,
in common parlance, use the term *“revenue"™ to cover any
source of income, but when we come to consider this constitu-
tional question, the Supreme Court has said, at least by im-
plication, that the language of the Constitution refers to taxes
and strictly to taxes. Now, while taxes create revenues, all
revenues are not taxes. In this instance we have a charge
for a service which produces an income which we commonly
call a revenue, but it is not a tax; it is an exaction of a price
for a particular service, and, if it were a tax, then it would
have to be levied in guite a different way than it is.

Mr. OVERMAN, What is a tax in the opinion of the Sena-
tor?

Mr. REED of Missouri. A tax is a burden levied by law
for governmental purposes upon all the people or upon partie-
ular classes of people, and is clearly distinguishable from a
charge made for a service. Although a charge made for a
service and although a tax may be commonly designated as
revenue, the fact is that a charge for a service is not a tax.
I do not care to argue it.

Mr. OVERMAN. Is not such a charge a burden on the man
who pays it?

Mr. REED of Missouri, Yes; but all burdens are not taxes.

Mr. OVERMAN. And not all taxes are burdens.

Mr. REED of Missouri. In this instance it is not a burden.

Mr. OVERMAN. It is a burden,

Mr. REED of Missouri. I absolutely say that it is not a
burden ; it is a great benefaction conferred by the Government
for a very small charge; it is not a burden placed on the people.

Mr. OVERMAN. It increases his tax. :

Mr. REED of Missouri. Noj; it does not increase his tax;
it increases his capacity in life, his ability fo move.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon
me, it is designed to do exactly the other thing. It is designed
|to make the man who receives the service but who lives far-
! thest from the point where it is rendered pay the most for it.

Mr. REED of Missouri. He gets a greater service.

Mr. CARAWAY. Does he get a greater service? A man
living in Missouri subseribes for a newspaper and pays one
| price while a man living in Montana pays another, but they
"both get the same paper. Now, who gets the greater service?

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr, President, we would not get
anywhere discussing a side issue of that kind, but, if it were
true, it would not make any difference as to this constitutional
point. As a matter of fact, however, and in theory of law the

man who prints the newspaper and who wants to ship it clear
across the continent has to pay more to ship it across the con-
tinent than to ship it a short distance.

I do not care to haggle about it. I simply rose to say that
when I cast my vote against this point of order I do so reluc-
tantly, but I will not vote contrary to my judgment on an im-
portant matter of this kind, even though some little technical
advantage might be gained by it, and, of course, I give to
every other Senator the full right to his judgment and opinion.

THE FRENCH DEBT

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the press dispatches from
Paris this morning carry the account of a speech made in the
Chamber of Deputies by Louis Marin on the subject of the
French debt. The speech is so exceptional that it is difficult to
pass it by without some observations. If seems to express the
view not only of the distinguished speaker, but the view of
the Chamber of Deputies, and I presume, in a large measure,
the view of the French people. In this press dispatch I find
the following :

By its applause to-day the Chamber of Deputies indicated its atti-
tnde in favor of binding the French Government to undertake no
settlement of war debts except on g basis which takes into account all
the cirenmstances In which those debts were contracted.

Repeatedly throughout the morning and afterncen cheers and ap-
plause came from all sides of the house, nationalists and socialists
alike giving their approval to the words of Louls Marin, former min-
ister of the Poincaré administration, as he laid before his hearers a
five-hour plea that the cost of the war to France in life and property
and her service to the world in holding up the German onslaught till
the Alliegs were ready to share the burden should be set off against the
cash value of what was borrowed while serving in a common cause.

Some of the sentences taken from the speech and reported
in guotation marks are as follows:

Are lives and limbs lost on the battle field of less value than money
loaned?

Are the terms of the peace treaty imsisted on by America and
never ratified not worth some compensation?

Again:

“ While war still raged statesmem in every country appealed in
the common cause,” he said. * Some gave their ships, some muni-
tions, some the lives of their sons, some money, and to-day only those
who gave money come, saying to us, " Give back what we loaned.”

Further along in the speech it is said:

France is not alone among the debtor nations ef the world. There
are half a score of others waiting her lead and her effort to show the
world that gold is not the only thing that counts. * *= =

If in this world the power of gold has so much inflnence on the
policy of nations, then farewell to justice and farewell to the power
of conscience and the high influence of the great heart of humanity.

I presume, Mr. President, that these quotations fairly rep-
resent the views of the speaker. They have the same tend-
ency, and 1 presume the same purpose, as have characterized
s0 many statements emanating from leading French authori-
ties and from the French press, and also, at an earlier period
in this matter, from eminent English authorities and from
the English press, to the effect that the United States is as-
suming the attitude of an exacting creditor. Almost every
term of reproach indicating that attitude has been at some
time or other used by those in authority, or by the press
seemingly speaking for those in authority. We are charged
to some extent with playing the role of a Shylock, exacting
the last cent or the last pound of flesh. It is particularly
to that phase of the controversy that I wish to address my
remarks to-day.

I have no desire to enter into an acrimonious debate with
anyone concerning this matter; but there is another side to
this controversy which, if heretofore presented, has not lately
been considered in connection with this question,

The United States is not in the attitude of an exacting
creditor, and has displayed none of the qualities, none of the
vices of an exacting creditor. On the other hand, I under-
take to say that the proposition submitted fo the British Gov-
ernment and by the British Government accepted, and upon
which rule, as I understand, the United States stands ready
to settle all other debts, is the most generous proposition for
the settlement of international debts that ean be found any-
where in the history of international affairs, It is ex-
ceptional in its liberality and should call for expressions of
gratitude rather than illy concealed and persistent terms of
reproach.

Let us take as a text the settlement of the British debt and
see to what extent these imputations are justified. Figures
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will tell the story much better than generalizations of lan-
gnage ; and as we study these figures we will find that if there
has been any disregard anywhere, it has been a disregard of
the taxpayers of the United States and not of our associates
in the war. This debt is due, as a matter of fact, to the
American taxpayer. He is the party who raised the money,
who brought forward the means by which to carry on the war.
He is now carrying the burden which resulted from that, and
when we examine and analyze the figures in these settlements
we will find that we have been exceedingly generous with our
associates in the war and somewhat harsh and disregardful in
our attitude toward the American taxpayer.

The British debt was $4,600,000,000 at the time the settle-
ment took place. At that time it bore interest at the rate of
5 per cent—an interest rate which was fixed without criticism
and without objection, and which, at the time it was fixed, was
supposed to be reasonably fair. Had we been the
attitude which is now assigned to us we could have very well
maintained that we were entitled to a fulfillment of the con-
tract. A settlement upon the basis of the contract as it was
written, a settlement upon the basis of the contract as it now
exists with France, would have, in the English matter, in a
62-year settlement, amounted to $14,214900,000; Dbut the
amount which will be paid under the English settlement ac-
cording to the contract of settlement is $11,105,965,000. In
other words, upon the face of the contract as it was written
there was a voluntary surrender of the stupendous sum of
$3,008,935,000.

Owing, however, to the fact that the Liberty bonds were
issued at a different rate of interest, the United States very
willingly and, I think, very fairly and very justly waived the
terms of the contract and undertook to proceed to a settlement
more nearly in accordance wiih the burden which the American
taxpayer was compelled to carry. Taking the Liberty bonds at
434 per cent—which they were then bearing and which a number
of them now are bearing—the British taxpayer pays, on the entire
settlement, in interest $6,505,965,000. The American taxpayer,
upon the same proportionate indebtedness, at the rate he is now
paying, will pay $8,172,665,000. These are the facts. In other
words, Mr. President, after having waived the contract, we still
give them an advantage in interest under the contract by which
the American taxpayer is bound of the difference between
$6,605,965,000 and $8,172,665,000. :

To illustrate further, in 1923 the Britich paid in principal
$23,000,000, in interest $138,000,000; total, $161,000,000. The
American taxpayer, leaving out the prineipal entirely, paid in
interest alone §195,500,000, or in excess of the principal and
interest combined of the British taxpayer some $34,500,000. It
is these first years, these exacting, burdensome years, which
count most in this situation; and the heaviest burden is now
placed npon our own taxpayers to a very marked degree.
Strictly speaking, sir, we had mno right to thus diseriminate
against our own people, but we did so, and for which we are
charged with meanness and narrowness in our relations with
our associates in the war.

In 1924 the British paid $23,000,000 in principal and $137.-
310,000 in interest, making a total of $160,310,000. The Ameri-
can taxpayer paid in interest alone in that year $194,522,500,
or $34,212,500 in excess of what the British paid both in prin-
cipal and interest.

To state it in.another way, the British taxpayer goes down
in his pocket for the settlement of the debt which.they owe us,
which they not only contracted but contracted at their own
solicitation, and according to their own terms, for $11,105,-
965,000 in order to settle $4.600,000,000 of debt; while the
American taxpayer must raise in the way of taxes, in order
to settle the same amount of indebtedness which he is carry-
ing, $12,772,665,000. 8o it clearly appears that, even upon the
basis of the contract which was made with the American tax-
payer in order to raise the money to meet this situnation, he
is paying in excess of the Brifish taxpayer $1,6G6,700,000.

Mr. President, that proposition, as 1 understand, would be
willingly extended to France, and to all other nations which
are indebted to the United States.

If this stood alome, as the only item in the results growing
out of the war, it would not be, perhaps, so striking, But it

is constantly argued that in settling these debts we must take.

into consideration, as Mr. Marin says, all the facts and cir-
cnmstances, all the conditions and sacrifices of the war, and,
1 presume, all the gains and advantages of the war.
these into consideration, let us look for a moment at some of
the other items of advantage which flowed to Hngland, and
later, as we shall show, to France.

It will be remembered that during the war some four or five
great nations met and in secret treaties literally divided the less

thickly settled and more helpless parts of the earth. Never
was there such a-division of territory and of spoils as charae-
terized those settlements designated and controlled by the secret
treaties. If it be said, as has been said, that these territories
are a burden rather than an advantage, I recall the fact that
perhaps the most persistent and most determined fight which
Woodrow Wilson made at Versailles was to loosen the grip of
these nations which they had by reason of the secret treaties;
but with all the pewer he counld exert and inflnence which he
could command he was unable to separate them from that
which they regarded theirs and of tremendous value. I have
sometimes wondered why those who have occasion to deliver
eulogies upon Mr, Wilson never refer to what I think was one
of the most remarkable exhibitions of courage, the most exem-
plar sense of justice in the whole Versailles controversy.

Let me call your attention. to what was said by the Hnglish
at the close of the war as to what they had gained in the war.
We claimed no territory; we claimed no natoral resources; we
exploited and claimed the right to exploit no people ; we claimed
no indemnity.

Lord Curzon said immediately after the close of the war:

Great Britain has gained in this war all and indeed more than she
get out to win. Our pavy remains at the end of the war intact and
unagsailed. The principle of the freedom of the seas, which: is the
basis of our national existence, stands unimpaired and unimpugned.
The British protectorate over Hgypt is provided for in one of the
clauses of the treaty, and our new possessions are made safe under our
command,

If you undertook to measure the value of the territory
acquired by the British Government, the value of the natural
resources, the advantage by reason of destroying her only great
naval competitor and the only great marine competitor in the
world, there would be no means by which to caleulate its worth.

Colonel Hilder said in thre House of Commons:

The outstanding feature of the peace treaty is that it puts the
British Empire at the highest point that it has ever reached in regard
to territorial and world influence.. Largely by force of circumstances
and the leading part which our navy and army took in either the
breaking down or destroying of the enemy we have been left with far
greater territory and power than at any cother period in the history of.
OUr race.

Mr, President, if you leave out Persia, England has received
as the result of the war at least 1,607,053 square miles of
territory, occupied by 35,000,000 people, and enriched in some
particulars by the most valuable natural resources in the
world.

If you take the States of Washington, Oregon, California,
Idaho, Nevada, Arizona, Utah, Montana, Wyoming, Colorado,
New Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas, you will still have
less in area of territory than Great Britain aequired as the
result of the Great War. I am not at all envious of that fact
and I am not at all concerned about it, except when we come to
discuss the question of the attitude of the United States in the
settlement of the international obligation which grew out of
the war. But if we are to consider all the facts and circum-
stances which entered into the question of the settlement, it is
perfectly legitimate and, indeed, most justifiable that we call
attention to these facts.

Mr. President, the English debt is settled. While there has
been eriticism of it in England on the ground that it was ex-
acting we may consider it as settled, and no one, in my judg-
ment, will successfully contend that under all the circum-
stances it was settled upon a harsh or exacting basis.

The French war debt now in principal and interest amounts
to about $4,000,000,000. No part of the principal has bheen
paid, and no interest has been paid at any time. If we should
settle with France upon the basis upon which we settled with
England, we would cancel by that settlement nearly 50 cents
on the dollar of all that France originally owed us. Unless
it is a qguestion of absolute rejection of the debt entirely;
unless it is proposed to ereate such a condition of publie mind
and such an opinion in regard to the matter that it can be—
I hesitate to use the harsh term “repudiation "—unless it can
be acquitted, 1 will say, upon the part of the United States, I
can not understand how any other terms than those which have
been offered could beexpected. If Franceasks for better terms
than the British terms, she is finessing for cancellation. Her
arguments are the arguments of cancellation; her logic, if such
it can be called, is the logic of repudiation. The fact is that
we are face to face with the propesition of whether we shall urge
the payment of any part of this debt, and France is face to face
with the proposition of whether she will pay any part of this
debt, and no one can read the French press or the debate which
took place yesterday in the Chamber of Deputies without con-
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cluding that that is now the issue, whether any part of it is to
be settled, whether any part of it is to be paid. Of course, the
great French people can repudiate their obligation in that way,
but if they choose to do so the truth of history ought to carry
the actual facts in regard to the debt and the conditions and
cirenmstances surrounding the desired settlement. If she re-
pudiates her debt, she must do so with both sides of the con-
troversy thoroughly stated.

Now, turn to French territory acguired as a result of the
war. France acquired as a result of the war a fotal territory
of 402,392 square miles, inhabited by about 4,000,000 people.
That only indicates very partially the value of the acquisi-
tion. Portions of it are tremendously rich in oil and other
natural resources.

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr, Presdent, does the Senator include
Moroeco in that estimate?

Mr. BORAH. I did not inciude Morocco.

Mr. McCORMICK. I think the Senator might just as well
include Morocco.

Mr. BORAH. Perhaps so, but there was a claim of the
French in Moroceo prior to the war; so I eliminate that,
though I think we might well include. it.

France received, by virtue of the Versailles treaty, the coal
beds of the Saar Valley. The value of those coal beds has
been estimated all the way from $150,000,000 to $500,000,000.
I.do not suppose there is any sway by which an accurate esti-
mate of their real value can be made. That they are of almost|
inealculable value there can be no doubt.

France also received back Alsace-Lorraine. Let us assume
she was entitled to.it. .She did not have it; she got it as a
result of the war. She got it back and enjoys it by reason of
American soldiers and American money. The richness of that
piece of territory.almost beggars description. It is one of the
richest regions .of the earth in ~natnral resources, and has
now been restored to France.

In addition to that, Mr. President, according to the American
Institute of Economies, Germany has :already paid in cash
and kind $6,500,000,000, France receiving her proportion. It
has been estimated, Mr. President, that the aequisitions of the
British have a value of fifty billion; that of the French thirty
billion.

I said a moment ago, in this vast wealth, in these great ac-
quisitions, the American people did not share and do net
desire to share. Now, if you put the wealth of these acquisi-
tions upon one gide and the debt which the French owe to the
people of the United States on the other, yon -will find that
France has been tremendously advantaged after all the sac-
rifices which were referred to by the speaker upon yesterday
have been calculated. '

It may be thought unjust by some to-say that we are now
discussing the guestion of absolute repudiatien, but in view
of the fact that for five years there has been no offer of set-
tlement, no payment of principal, and no payment of interest;
in view of the forther fact that no specific proposition for
seitlement has ever been made, that apparently it is mot in-
tended that any shall be made, as the press of France and as
the speakers upon behalf of those people now indicate, I as-
sume that that is the real problem before us.

There have been some strange arguments advanced from
time to time in regard to this French debt. We are not only
advised by the French people, but we are advised by a certain
class of our own people that we ought to forgive the French
debt because the French practically forgave the debt which
we incurred in France during the American Revolution. As
a matter of fact, Mr. President, the United States paid in full
the debt incurred at that time. T have upon my desk a state-
ment of the facts and the figures, furnished me by the Treas-
ury Department, where the records are, disclosing a full set-
tlement, and the payment of a higher rate of interest than
we are mow proposing. I shall ask permission to insert this
in the Recorp without taking time to read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNary in the chair).
Is there objection? There is no objection.

Mr. BORAH. I read a paragraph from Bolles Financial
History of the United States:

The first money advanced to the ecolonies was through Beaumar-
chais on June 10, 1776. The amount was 1,000,000 livres. This
amonnt wns advanced secretly and for the purpose of purchasing
munitions. But as a matter of fact, owing to a seandal which arose,
it is doubtful if any of the munitions were ever delivered.

I now read a paragraph from Bayley's History of National
Loans:

By an act of Congress, April 18, 1806, $78,886.26 was paid to the
heirs of Beaumarchais, and under the convention with the King of

the French of July 4, 1831, 800,000 francs were also paid to the

beirs of Beaumarchals, making an over payment of 1,426,787 livres.
The whole amount recelved from ‘France during the War of the

Revolutlon in the way of loans and subsidies was $8,T87,500.

I shall ‘insert the balance of the facts touching these loans
at the close of my remarks.

Mr. BRUCE, Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Benator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. BRUCE. The Senator Is aware, of course, that France
made -some very large gifts to the people of the United States
during the War of the Revolution?

Mr. BORAH. I have not been able to find a record of them.

Mr. BRUCE. The Senator will find a record of them among
the letters of Benjamin Franklin. In one of his famous letters
he acknowledged the fact that France made these gifts and
expressed the hope that the gratitude of the United States
because of them would be eternal.

Mr. BOBRAH. Mr. Franklin, with whese history the Senator
from Maryland is so familiar and concerning whom he has

‘| written so illuminatingly, was -referring, I presume, to -what

was called the gift by Beaumarchais, but that was afterwards
settled, after Mr. Franklin had passed fo the region from
whose bourne no traveler returns.

Mr, BRUCE. If the Senator will allow me, I was not refer-
ring to that at all.

Mr. BORAH. 'To what was the Senator referring?

Mr. BRUCE. I was not referring to any part of the loans

/made by the French Government to the United States through

the agency of the house of Hortalez & Co., of which Beaumar-
chais was the directing genius.

Mr. BORAH. Will the Senator state to what specific gift
he has reference?

Mr, BRUCE. Franklin records the fact that on one oceasion
he applied o the French minister for a loan of 6,000,000 livres,
only to be told by the French minister that the French Gov-

‘ernment was not willing to make a loan of that amount, but

was willing to make .a gift of that amount, which was duly
made,

Mr. BORAH. That took place, as the Senator must know,
because at the time Franklin applied for that lean the French
Gevernment was not willing to risk its chances with the Ameri-

can Colonies, and they never did take the risk until after the

Battle of Saratoga. Therefore they transmitted this loan—

(this gift, if the Senator prefers to eall it such, which after-
'wards transformed itself into a 1

oan—through certain indi-
viduals from whom Franklin got it. One of them was Bean-
marchais. But that afterwards eame in and was adjusted and

‘settled, just the same as the other obligations were settled. If
/there was any gift of whieh there has been no settlement, after
‘the most industrious effort 1 have been nnable to find a record

of it, and the Treasury Department has been unable to find

iany record of it, and in my opinion history does not record it.

Mr. BRUCE. I want to state to the Senator from Idaho
that in the letter to which I referred Franklin said the gifts
amounted to twelve millions of livre. !

Mr. CARAWAY. If I remember correctly, we have been
giving almost daily to them large sums to restore the devas-

itated areas in France, have we not?

Mr. BORAH. Yes, indeed.

Mr. CARAWAY. Many hundreds of millions of dollars.

Mr. BRUCE. The point I was making is that it does seem
to me those gifts shenld be taken into due account. 1 am
firmly of the belief, as is the Senator from Idaho, that France
should pay her indebtedness to us, and that she has no extraor-
dinary claim of any kind on our generosity in the principal
respect; but I do think when we come to settle with France
that we, as a grateful people, might take into account the

generous treatment she showed us, because everybody kunows

that France was not actuated simply by considerations of
selfish policy in connection with the loans and gifts she made
to us.

She was, of course, partly influenced by selfish policy, be-
cause of the peculiar relation she sustagined at fhat time to
Great Britain. On the other hand, she was influenced by a
feeling of generous enthusiasm in rendering to us the aid she
did. She was on the eve of the French Revolution, the meost
tremendous outburst of uncalculating enthusiasm the world
ever knew. She had been infected by the example of our long
struggle for liberty. Bhe shared all our own generous aspira-
tions for freedom. Anyone familiar with the history of France
at that time can not well doubt that what influenced most the
minds of the French people in forming an alliance with us
was their love of liberty; that they were anxious to secure for
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themselves the same freedom that we were struggling to secure,
and it may well be questioned whether she would have taken
any part in our contest for independence at all had not that
condition prevailed.

Mr., BORAH. Mr. President, the Senator may be entirely
familiar with the life of Franklin, but he is certainly at war
with the record of facts in regard to the reasons why France
went into the American Revolution. I am going to read just a
paragraph from Woodrow Wilson's History of the United
States:

The Congress at Philadelphia explicitly commanded its commis-
sioners to be guided by the wishes of the French court. Doctor Frank-
lin, Mr. John Adams, and Mr. John Jay, who bore its commission, were
men of honor, and entertained, besides, a lively sense of the very deep
obligations of the United States to France for the money and the
armed assistance in the fleld and upon the seas, without which, appar-
ently, their victory would have been impossible, It proved imprac-
ticable, nevertheless, to act with France; for she conducted herself
not as the ingenuous friend of the United States but only as the enemy
of England and, as first and always, a subtle strategist for her own
interest and advantage. The American commissioners would not be
tricked and came to terms separately with the English,

Mr. McCORMICK. By whom was this written?

Mr. BORAH. By a former President of the United States,
Mr. Woodrow Wilson.

Now let me read from an authority which was closer to the
scene of action, and that is Alexander Hamilton, Alexander
Hamilton in his letters, signed Pacificus, said:

A third objection to the proclamation—

The proclamation of neutrality which Washington issued
when the French Revolution broke out—

is, that it is inconsistent with the gratitude due to France for the
services rendered to us in our Revolution.
- - L - L L -

France, the rival, time immemorial, of Great Britain, had, in the
course of the war which ended in 1763, suffered from the sueccessful
arms of the latter the severest losses and the most mortifying defeats.
Britailn from that moment had acquired an ascendant in the affairs
of Europe and in the commerce of the world too decided and too
humiliating to be endured without extreme impatience and an eager
desird of finding favorable opportunity to destroy it and to repair
the breach which had been made in the national glory. The ani-
mosity of wounded pride comspired with calculations of interest to
give a keen edge to that impatience and to that desire,

The American Revolution offered the occasion. It early attracted
the notice of France, though with extreme ecircumspection. As far
as countenance and aid may be presumed to have been given prior
to the epoch of the acknowledgment of our independence, it will he
no unkind derogation to assert that they were marked neither with
liberality nor with vigor; that they wore the appearance rather of
a desire to keep alive disturbances which might embarrass a rival
than of a serious design to assist a revolution or a serious expecta-
tion that it could be efected,

The victories of Saratoga, the capture of an army, which went a
great way toward deciding the issue of the contest, decided also the
hesitations of France. They established In the Government of that
country a confidence of our ability to accomplish our purpose, and, as a
consequence of it, produced the treaties of alliance and commerce.

It is impossible to see in all this anything more than the conduct
of a jealous competitor, embracing a most promising opportunity to
repress the pride and diminish the power of a dangerous rival, by
seconding a successful resistance to its authority with the object of
lopping off a valuable portion of its dominions. The dismemberment of
this country from Great Britain was an obvious and a very important
interest of France. It can not be doubted that it was both the deter-
mining motive and an adequate compensation for the assistance
afforded to us.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does
the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield for a question.

Mr. BRUCE. I repeat the conviction I have already ex-
pressed that the motives which induced France to participate
in our struggle for independence were even to a greater extent
generous than they were selfish, because of the peeunliar con-
ditions that prevailed in France at that time. If that is not
80, why should we perpetuate in all the manifold forms that
we do the obligations of gratitude that this Nation has ever
felt to Lafayette and the other Frenchmen of his time who did
so much to promote our national cause? If the motives by
which France was actuated were purely selfish, it seems to me
that the whole trend of our relations with her since the War of

the American Revolution wonld have been quite different. The
point I am emphasizing is that France was on the eve of hen
own revolution.

Mr, BORAH. Of which she knew nothing at that time.

Mr. BRUCE. Oh, yes, she did.

Mr., BORAH. She had no revolution at that time at all.
She was not even expecting it. The Bourbons, as fatuous and
confident as ever, knew nothing of the voleano at their feet.

Mr. BRUCE. The blood of the French Revolution was stir-
ring in her veins just as the sap in the limb of a tree stirs in
the springtime.

Mr. BORAH. At the time those loans were made those
who were inspiring and directing and organizing the revolu-
tion were not the people who had the say as to the loans.
Does the Senator think that the Bourbons of France had any
profound sympathy with the revolution in America, which
revolution afterwards, to a marked degree, fed the fires of
the French Revolution?

Mr. BRUCE. No, I do not.

Mr. BORAH, I did not think so.

Mr. BRUCE. I say that the French King and the French
minister were opposed to the participation of France in our
struggle for independence, but that the desire of the people
of France that the Government of France should participate
was too strong for the French King and the French minister.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; the French people had a great voice
in affairs in France at that time.

Mr. BRUCE. They did. Their stirrings were sufficient in
a few years to overwhelm the whole existing system of French
government. They had not at that time, of course, obtained the
mouthpieces, so to speak, of political action that they shortly
afterwards obtained, but they were in a position to spread
throughout the whole of French society the contagious pas-
sion for liberty that hurried France into our revolution. Does
the Senator believe that Lafayette, the young man who left
the side of his bride to come to this country, was actuated by
anything in the world but impulses of knightly and chivalrous
sympathy with our people?

Mr. BORAH, Mr. President, if the Senator wants to occupy
my time I will yield the floor.

Mr. BRUCE. 1 do not at all. I do not want to interrupt
the Senator for one second longer than he is willing I should
interrupt him.

Mr. BORAH. Of course I yield for a question at any time:
but I think it fair to the man who has the floor that he be
given a part of the time,

The Senator has just referred to the young man who left
his bride and came to America enthusiastic in the cause of
liberty.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BRUCE. Surely the Senator is not going to cut me off
abruptly.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mary-
land can not interrupt the Senator from Idaho unless he con-
sents.

Mr. BORAH. I will not consent until I have at least fin-
ished my sentence.

Mr. BRUCE. But some of the Senator's sentences are so
long that it is hard to say when they will end.

Mr. BORAH. Long or short, I trust the Senator will ba
patient. I may have misunderstood the Senator about the
young man leaving his bride, but he certainly said he left his
counfry in behalf of this country. He did. All honor to La-
fayette. He was a brave, generous, and daring spirit. But
Lafayette had to steal away. The French Government tried
to arrest him while he was going. He had undertaken to fit
out a ship. He was deprived of the opportunity of taking it,
and stole away like a criminal from the French Government,
which was so deeply in sympathy with America !

Mr. BRUCE. May I interrupt the Senator?

Mr. BORAH. In just a moment. Not only that, but the
time came when the Congress of the United States compen-
sated Lafayette. I have upon my desk now the statute which
we enacted paying him for his services and deeding to him a
large tract of land. The United States met every obligation,
and she did not plead at that time, as it is pleaded now, that
the war was fought upon her territory, and therefore we
should not pay the debt. She did not plead that France came
into the war late, after the Battle of Saratoga, and therefore
we should not pay the debt. She did not plead that it was a
common fight for liberty, and therefore we should not pay the
debt. The battle was fought upon American soil. American
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homes were destroyed. For seven years they ravaged Ameri-
can territory. We did not plead that in settling the debt.

It is for this reason that I call attention to these facts. We
have been told month after month that the war was fought
in France; that as we got into the war late, that as we were
fighting for a common cause, and therefore the debt should
not he paid. All those incidents transpired in the American
Revolution, but America did not plead them as an offset for
the debt.

Mr., BRUCH. Mr. President, I do not understand whether
the Senator gives me permission to interrupt or not.

Mr. BORAH. I yield for a question.

Mr, BRUCB. What I was going to say I could hardly put
in the form of an interrogatory.

Mr. BORAH. I will ask the Senator from Maryland if he
can not put his interruption in the form of a question to wait
until I conciude.

Mr. BRUCE. I was perfectly satisfied with the position of
the Senator from Idaho if he was not willing to be interrupted,
but when the Senator proceeded to traverse statements that
I had made I supposed that he meant to indicate, of course, that
the resolution on his part not to be interrupted was not in-
flexible ; but what I say——

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, if the Senator will ask a
question I shall undertake to answer it, but I do not want the
Senator to put incorrect history into my speech. [Laughter.]

Mr. BRUCE. Well—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Idaho
declines to yield.

Mr. BRUCH. Well, I am glad—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mary-
land is out of order.

Mr. BORAH. I decline to yield, except for a question.

Mr. President, the Senator from Maryland seems to deplore
the fact that there is not a sufficient manifestation of gratitude
upon the part of America for what France did in the American
Revolution. There is a sense of gratitude for the simple reason
that whatever the motives were upon the part of France, what-
ever selfish interests may have actuated her in the stand
which she took, her action did result in benefit to the United
States, but the United States did not plead any interest on the
part of France as an offset for the debt that she had incurred.
She paid every dollar of it. 1

Before I leave this subject as to why France took part in
the American Revolution may I read a paragraph or two from
the celebrated historian, John Fiske, in his fascinating story
of the American struggle for independence. He says:

in France the interest in American affairs grew rapidly (this was
after the Battles of Tremton and Princeton). Louis XVI had no love
for Americans or for rebels, but revenge for the awful disasters of
1758 and 1759 was dear to the French heart. France felt toward
England then as she feels toward Germany now. And so long ago as
the time of the stamp act, Baron Kalb had been sent on a secret mis-
siom to America to find out how the people regarded the British Gov-
ernment.

Again the same author says:

The British ambassader had already begun to protest against the
vielation of neutrality involved in the departure of privateers, and
France was wot willing to run the risk of open war with England
* until it should become clear that the Americans ghould prove effieient
allies.

Again the author says:

It was no part of the French policy to take an active share In the
gtruggle until the proper moment should come for reaping some de-
cisive material advantage. At the beginning of the year 1778 that
moment seemed to have arrived, the capture of Burgoyne and the
masterly strategy which Washington had shown in spite of his il
success on the field had furnished convineing proof that the Ameriean
allinnce was worth baving. At the same time the anmouncement that
Lord North was about to bring in conciliatory measures indicated that
the Britlsh Governmeut was weakening in its purpose, * * * Just
now, too, Frederick the Great publicly opened the port of Dantzig to
American crulsers and prohibited the Hesslan soldiers from passing
through his dominions to the seaboard, while he wrote to Franklin
at Paris that he should probably follow the King of France in recog-
nizing the independence of the United States.

Then there came a time, Mr, President, when the reason for
France entering the American Revolution was evidenced in a
more signal way than the ways in which I have mentioned, and
that was the time after the American Revolution had been won
and American Independence was an issue and when the ques-
tion of setting up a new Republic upon the western continent
was the problem before the American people, Read the his-

tory of international affairs during the time of which the late
Woodrow Wilson speaks in his history when every ingenuity
which could be exercised was put forward for the purpose of
preventing the independence of the American Colonists. I am
going to ask, Mr. President, to insert in the RECOERD some ex-
cerpts from the history of foreign affairs written by Johnsom,

Mr., JONES of Washington. I suggest to the Senator that
he read them.

Mr. BORAH. Very well, at page 185, after speaking of the
encouragement which had been given to America in a secret
way by Vergennes about 1775, Mr. Johnson says:

The Prench Government, however, made no move ’towm-d alding the
Colonies in the struggle which it had enconraged them to begin. Louis
XVI had no inclination to do so. Neitlier prineiple nor sentiment

impelled him to help the Americans,

At page 67, after quoting from Bon Volouir, who wrote
from America about 1776 in regard to the situation, the author
says (p. 67):

It would be difficult to concelve any policy more selfish, cold-
blooded, and cynical. The proposition in effect that France should
play the part of Iago. We can perceive in it not one trace of
sympathy for the Amerlean struggle for liberty and not & hint of
a desire for the welfare of the Colonies.

Mr. Johuson further states:

It can not be too sirongly emphasized, however, that in so doing
and in whatever ald was given to this country, there was no real
love for America or for Ameriean causes (p. 69).

Then the attempt of France to deprive America of the fruits
of her victory is recorded in this language:

The French Government, through Girard, attempted a stll more
mischievous stroke. It sought to persuade Congress to forego all
demand for recogmition of American independence by Great Britain
and to be content with a French guaranty of independence (p, 109).

France undertook to thwart the efforts of the Americans
to make treaties with Holland and also with Spain. Speaking
of the arrival of Adams at The Hague and the strong desire
of the Hollanders to make a treaty with America, the author
BAYyS:

This would probably have been done without delay had it not been
for the malign influence of France (p. 117).

Again, at page 123, he says:
France and Spain persisted in holding aloof in trying to make mis-

chief, anca_ especially striving to the last to fetter her mominal ally
to the utmost of her ability (p. 123).

Mr. President, those guotations are only interesting at this
time to stay, if possible, the continued criticism that the United
States is ungrateful and is assuming the attitude of an ingrate
in not forgiving this debt because of the services of France in
the American Revolution. France joined with America in that
contest, but she joined with America because it was to her
interest to do so. France loaned America money because it
was to her interest to do so. Together they won the fight.
France joined us after the Batile of Saratoga; she joined us
after it was known or believed that America would win; she
made her loan and her alliance after that fact. She loaned
the money. We paid it and we paid it all. There were no
gifts in the nature of loans, in my opinion, which were not
taken care of before the final adjustment of the obligation.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator from Idaho
yield to me?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. . Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. BORAH. I yield for a guestion.

Mr. DILL. Does the Senator from Idaho find no evidence
of the forgiving of certain inferest on that loan when the set-
tlement was made in 17827

Mr. BORAH. No; I find no evidence of it; but I would not
dispute the fact that the interest might have been reduced, be-
cause the record is so indefinite about that.

Mr. DILL. A number of authors have stated that the in-
terest was reduced.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have here and shall put into
the Iecorp a statement of the Treasury Department showing
the amounts borrowed, the settlements, the interest paid, and
so forth. T have'also an account of the transactions by Bolles
and other finanecial historians, and those I shall insert in
the Recorp. I think they bear out everything that I have
stated.

I am aware, Mr. President, that there is nothing involved
in this controversy other than, as said by Mr. Marin yesterday,
a financial obligation, so far as the United States is concerned.
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It was an obligation, however, which was incurred at the in-
stance and request of other countries and an obligation which
we called upon the American taxpayer to take care of. When
we come to congider everything which enters into the transac-
tion, the sacrifices made during the war, the material advan-
tages growing out of the war to France and England, instead
of the United States being an exacting creditor the United
States has been exceedingly generous. We might just as well
have claimed a vast portion of the oil fields had it been in
accordance with our policy to have done so as for France and
England to have claimed them; we might just as well have
claimed a portion of the other natural resources; but all those
things were waived ; they were put aside; they were left to be
distributed and divided between the other powers. That being
true, certainly settlement of the financial obligation incurred
to help France and due to the American taxpayer may be
ealled for without our country being constantly placed in the
position which they are seeking to place us at this time.

Mr, REED of Missouri. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I was unavoidably called from the
Chamber and the Senator may have mentioned what I am
about to suggest, but I did not hear him refer to the greatest
benefit which France received, and that was her life as a
nation.

Mr. BORAH. That is quite true.

Mr. REED of Missouri. For everyone familiar with the
facts knows that the French were facing inevitable destruc-
tion—and they have substantially so admitted—when the
American Army was thrown into the conflict. When they are
estimating benefits, they might take into account how much
it is worth to France still to be a great and independent
country.

Mr. BORAH. That is quite correct. Now, a single sentence
in conclusion. We are entitled to a specifiec proposition of set-
tlement from France, And France is in honor hound to make it.

Mr. President, I want to submit as part of my remarks the
memorandum from the Tréasury and an article on interallied
debts by Mr. Bernard M. Baruch, and also an article upon the
international debts by Mr. Gary, president of the United States
Steel Corporation.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection,
memorandum and articles will be printed in the Recogp.

The articles are as follows:

ArPENDIX 1

MEMORAXDUM OF LOAXNS MADE EY FRANCE TO TIIE UNITED STATES DURIXG
AND TMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE REVOLUTIONARY WAR

the

France made four loans to the United States during and immediately
following the Revolution, all of which were negotiated by the Con-
tinental Congress. The details of these loans are as follows:

Amount |Interest
Date Loan When due in dollars | rate
P.cl.
1777 | 1,000,000 livres from Farmers | Indefinite...moooo... 181, 500 5
General of Franece under au-
lh?;ity of resolution Dec. 23,
1776.
1778 | 18,000,000 livres from French | 12annual installments | 3, 267, 000 5
Government under author- | from the third year
ity resolution Dec. 3, 1777. after conclusion of
peace.
1781-| 10,000,000 livres from French | 10 annnal installments | 1,815, 000 4
1782 Government under author- from Nov. 5, 1787.
ity resolation Oct. 28, 1779.
1783 | 6,000,000 livres from French | 6 annual installments | 1,089,000 5
Government under author- | from Jan. 1, 1785.
ity resolution Sept. 14, 1782.
Tota) 0y ot Pt e 6, 352, 500

Due to the condition of the finances of the mew Government, jn-
terest payments on these loans, as well as the installments on the
principal, were not always made promptly, but the account, both
principal and interest, was ultimately settled in full. All amounts
still unpaid in 1795 were converted into domestic stock bearing in-
terest at 414 and 534 per cent per annum. Oliver Wolcott, jr., the
Secretary of the Treasury at the time, said that ** * * Ly this
operation the debt #s due under former contracts to the Republic of
France may be considered .as discharged.” The details pertaining
to repayments on the principal and refunding operations of the
varlous leans are as follows: ;

Merged into | M
Date Loan mt!; 534 per cent |into4}éper| Total
stock cent stock

1778-70 .11
1791 0
1762 00
00
1763 00
Third loan_... {11]
17 | Becond loan 00
Third loan.. 1]
1795 | First Joan.____ 59
Second loan. .. 00
Third loan.__. 04
Folwth Yoam s 2-csi st aonae 1, 089, 000. 00
Total._-...... 4,327, 600. 00 | 1, 848, 900. 00 | 176, 000. 00 6, 352, 500, 00

1 In tobacco.

There is attached a photostat copy of a statement prepared by the
Register of the Unlted States Treasury, dated April 28, 1800 (American
State Papers, Finance, vol. 1, p. 671), which shows the French debt at
the beginning of the Government and its ultimate estingnishment, both
principal and interest. Thus of the total amount of $0,352,500 bor-
rowed, the saom of $4,327 600 was repaid by 1795, and the balance, or
$2,024 900, was refunded into 44 per cent and 54 per cent domrestic
stock, The 44 per cent stock was all repaid in due course between
1807-8, while the final payment was made on the 51§ per cent stock
in 1815.

In addition to the loans described above there were certain aids and

subsidies granted by the French King to the American Colonies. In
these subsidies Spain participated to the extent of 1,000,000 llyres. The
amounts of these subsidies are as follows:
Livres

TS O T NG AL T e o P TN AT Lt = 2, 000, 000
In 1770, from Spain A e 1,000, 000
I T - Tram ErAnce . e o e 2, 000, 000
i b3 Fs 4 T gy L R LS A U e U B A 6, 000, 000

Total (equal to $1,900,500) - - oo 11, 000, 000

Thus the gifts from France amounted to $1,815,000,

The firet snbsidy from France of 2,000,000 livres and the subsidy
of 1,000,000 from Spain were handled by M. Caron de Beaumarchais,
who carried on his work under the gnise of a Spanish trading company
by the name of Roderique Hortales & Co. The others were negotiated
through Benjamin Franklin.,* So far as the Treasury has been able to
determine the facts, there was never any misunderstanding over the
gratuities granted by the French King to the United States throngh
Benjamin Franklin, in amount 8,000,000 livres. The adjustment of
1795 seems conelusive In this respect. Moreover, the mutual claims of
France and the United States have been the subject of several treaties
between the parties, but no reference is found to any supposed debt to
France originating in the support given by France to the United States
in the Revolutionary War. The earliest of these treaties was the one
of September 30, 1800, followed by that of April 30, 1803, ceding
Louisiana to the United States.

A dispute, however, arose between Beaumarchais and Congress over
the claims of the former. He made large shipments of munitions and
supplies to this eountry for the use of the Revolutionary Army aggre-
gating over 6,000,000 livres, according to Bayley's history of national
loans of the United States. These were afterwards the subject of
claims presented by Beanmarchais and his heirs. BSettlcment was
finally made in 1835 by the payment of 810,000 livres to his heirs.
Mr. Bayley made a careful investigation of the claims of Beaumarchais
against the TUnited States, and in stating the aeccount in the voluma
referred to shows an overpayment by the United States of 1,426,787
livres (about $200,000),

Arpexpix 11
CHAPTER XX, INTERALLIED DERTS

(By Bernard M, Baruch, chairman of the War Indusiries Board, mem-
ber of the Supreme Economic Council, ecomomic adviser for the
American I'eace Commission, American delegate on economie and
reparation clauses, author of Making of the Economic and Repara-
tions Sections of the P'eace Treaty.)

Wars are fought on the land, on the water, in the air, and behind
the front where the civiian forces labor., It is not enough to mobilize
a nation’s military strength; there must be a mobilization of Its full
economie resources, industrial, agricultural, and financial., These must
be organized, coordinated, and directed with the same strategy that
governs the operations of the purely military arms of the service. The
World War involved not only all of the man power, but the material
resources of the participating nations. So it was soon found necessary

for the stronger financial nations on each side to support the weaker
nations with financial resources, goods, and services, as well as with

man power,

The natural theory wus tbat each nation sheuld finance,
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as in times of peace, its own necessities; but it soon became evident
that requirements from outside sources could not be obtained in the
usual manner (i, e, offering bonds or like securities on the domestic
and foreign markets) beecause of the deranged condition of exchanges;
and so fonds for governments had to be obtained through loans of one
government to another, Thus arose the interallied debts,

AMOUNTS ADVANCED

England and France were called upon early in the war to supply
money for the less wealthy allies. Most of this money was spent in
the creditor countries. When America entered the war it was found
necessary to relieve the already overstrained credif, not alone of the
participants who had already Dorrowed money from England and
France but of England and France themselves. So loans from
America were negotiated to the amount of $9,842408,566.82. Later
there were added obligations for sales of surplus war materials, for
“relief, and for flour, bringing the total to $10,578,509,342, which
together with interest made a total at the end of 1923 of $11,800,-
010,245. There was no thought when made that these loans would
be treated differently from any other loans.

As a rule, the lending nations aided their allies in two different
ways. For the articles which were purchased by their allies within
the creditor couniries’ boundaries they loaned money; for the things
the lending nations purchased in the debtor countries they had to
pay eash. Most of the ereditor eountries also sent their soldlers to
the debtor territory, and not only supported them while there with
munitions and food from heme but paid for such munitiong, food,
and transportation necessary for their troops as were obtainable in the
debtor countries. Thus the United States not only loaned England
and France money but in addition spent hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in those couniries for material, equipment, and transportation,
The other countries, when making purchascs in the TUnited States,
used money they had borrowed from the United States. The United
States paid eash.

Because of inability or unwillingness, the only understanding
reached on interallied debts has been an agreement to fund the Brit-
ish debt to the United States. It was the general understanding
that Belginm's indebtedness to the Allies and to America was to be
paid from the German reparation,

DOES PAYMENT DEPEXD ON REPARATIONS

This whole subject of the interallled debts, other than those between
Gireat Britain and the United States, was in January, 1924, held up
pending the settlement of the reparation problem. France, followed by
Italy, practically said to the other natioms that unless Germany pays
certain snms of money it ean not or will not pay its indebtedness to
other nations, M. Poincaré, in his note to Lord Curzon of Augusi,
1923, sald that until France should receive 26 billions of gold marks
from Germany and in addition the cancellation of its indebtedness
to England and America, or the acceptance by its creditor nations
of the German * C " bonds {generally considered of doubtful value), the
reparation matter conld not be settled. Whereas it is perfectly true
that the more Germany pays to the Alliesa the more they will have out
of which to pay their debts, this self-evident truth has no relation to
the inhcrent ability of the Allies to pay thelr onistanding obligations.
The Franco-Italian position, ignoring this economic truth, seéms simply
equivalent to saying that until their chief debtor pays them they (the
French and Italians) will not (not can not) pay their creditors. See
Poinearé note to Curzon, as follows: “ While recognizing our debt,
while not even thinking of leaving it unpaid, we are forced to eay that
we can only pay after having received what Germany owes us. We
ghall demand from the latter, in addition to our 26 milliards of “A”
and “ B" bonds, what is demanded from ourselves.”

The point is often raised that if Germany's debt is sealed, why should
not the debt of the Allies one to another be sealed? There would be
gome force in that argument if one urges that Germany be let off for
less than she is able to pay or that the recipients of the reparations
be more lenient to Germany than the facts warrant. If Germany's
ability to pay out of her own resources is fixed at, roughly, a eapital
sum of $10,000,000,000, the taxpayers of Amerlea will want to know
why France out of her resources ean npt pay what she owes America,

If the quid pro quo for the eancellation of interallied debis should he
the cancellation of that portion of the German reparation liability
which can not be paid and is therefore worthless, then those creditor
nations which cancel their debts are in effect paying German repara-
tions. That would be a bad precedent to set—to make some of the
victorions nations pay to some of their associates an indemnity for the
nation they had conquered.

[From an address by Judge Elbert H. Gary, chairman of the United
States Bteel Corporation, in New York City on November 30,
1923]

There is at present a strenuons agitation In favor of eancellng or
reducing the debts of foreigm countries to the United States. From
the viewpoint of the United States and also many foreign countries

who borrowed money at a time when it was very much needed, with
unconditional promdses to pay, the proposition would appear to be
irrational and preposterous. To the ordinary American mind, it is nn«
thinkable. The debtors ghould have an abundance of time to pay their
obligations and a reasonable rate of interest, but that they should
desire to repudiate an honest national debt is beyond the comprehen-
slon of Americans, to say the least. When the Government which
precipitated the terrible World War announced that it considered a
solemn International agreement, which it had previously entered into,
as only a “scrap of paper” the whole world was startled. It was be-
lieved at first the one who made the statement did not accurately
represent the attitude of his country, and when it was found he did,
most nations, Including those who are now indebted to the United
States for borrowed money, denounced the statement as an outrage
and placed the nation who stood for the repudiation of an honest
agreement as in disgrace and withont the pale of elyilization.

With much greater reason, when a nation relying upon the friend-
ship of another nation borrows money for immediate needs for a defi-
nite time upon an absolute, unconditional promisze to pay, there is
reason to question the bona fides or even the sanity of those who
propose repudiation. Most of us remember clearly what took place
and what was said doring the war by those who borrowed money ;
how urgent they were, how profuse in promises, how grateful for ac-
commodationss and it is difficult to believe there is a change in senti-
ment,” * ¢ &

Accordng to the published reports it has lately been sald by one
of the foreign leaders in governmental matters, referring to war debts,
that the war was fought by and for all the countries participating, for
their joint benefit and safety. Even though this may be a complete,
fair, and accurate statement, which is not admitted, it may be urged
in answer that as far as we were concerned we paid all of our own
expenses and furnished onr own men, and that they served efliciently
and with great eredit to themselves, #

It has been asserted by certain foreign nations that they are willing
to pay their debts when their debtors pay them and not before. Did
any one ever before bear such a condition insisted upon by any self-
respecting, solvent individual, or natfon? Does any one of these for-
elgn nations, through its courts, allow individual debtors to other
individuals to postpone payment until these debtors have collected
their claims against third parties? What would a foreign court say to
such a defense to a suit brought upon a note given for borrowed
money? * * %

If our United States Congress should vote in favor of any reduction
in the principal of the foreigm debts, whether as an intended act of
generosity or otherwise, it would receive no genuine response of grati-
tude from the debtor and, on the contrary, It would be charged by a
majority, at least, of the people of this country with attempting to con-
tribute the moneys of others for motives that are not commendable.
We do not ask Congressmen to be economical with their own money but
with ours it is different, notwithstanding we do not belieyve in false
economy nor ohject to true and real generogity. * * * If the for-
elgn debts to this country were canceled or reduced except by consent
of at least a majority of the Americans, it would be outrageous, for it
wonld be a mere transfer of the burden from one nation to another
whose people are already carrying a very heavy load.

We in this country desire the friendship of every other country and
may be depended upon to do everything just and reasonable to main-
tain the cordlal and friendly relationship with all of them; but when
it comes to the point of being generous beyond the limit of obligations
we must reserve to ourselves the decision as to what is appropriate;
and in the consideration of all snch matters we should not forget that
charity begins at home and that the necessities and comforts of our
own people are not to be overlooked nor neglected. True generosity re-
gards always of highest importance actual obligations to our own
dependents. 'This is good doctrine for all of us as individuals and for
our lawmakers as official administrators as well,

[From United States Statutes at Large, vol. 6, p. 320 (1S8th Cong,
24 sess.) ]

BrartuTE 11
CHAPTER IT. AN ACT CONCERNING GENERAL LAFAYETTE

Be it enacted, ete., That, in consideration of the services and sae«
rifices of General Lafayette, in the War of the Revolution, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury be, and he is lereby, authorized to pay to him
the sum of £200,000 out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated.

SEC. 2. And be it further enacted, That there be granied to the sald
General Lafayette and his heirs one township of land, to be laid
out and located under the authority of the President, in any of the
unappropriated lands of the United States,

Approved December 28, 1824,
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ISLE OF PINES TREATY

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President, since the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Doras] has addressed the Senate upon a question
long pending and still unsettled between France and the
United States and other debtors to the Government of the
United States, I venture to ask him if he will not join in
requesting that, by unanimous consent, we fix a day to vote
upon the so-called Isle of Pines treaty, in order that that
long-unsettled gquestion may be determined in one way or
another?

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I can well understand on this
afternoon of generosity, when we are called upon to meet the
issne of forgiving $4,600,000,000 of indebtedness to France,
why the Senator from Illinois is so anxious also to give away
the Isle of Pines.

Mr, McCORMICK. The Senator from
charge me with being one of those——

Mr. BORAH. I will say to the Senator that the debate on
the Isle of Pines has just begun, and there is no way fo
ascertain how long it will legitimately continume. I will ask
for a vote just as goon as I think the debate is drawing any-
thing like near to a close; but there are Senators, both those
who favor the treaty and those who are against it, who are
serionsly desirous of discussing it, and I would ot want to
undertake to agree at this time that we should vote on a
day certain, for in that case they might not be able to dis-
cuss it

Mr. McCORMICK. Would it seem that a week from to-
day would be too far off'?

Mr. BORAH. Yes; it would seem so.

Mr. McCORMICK. I venture to suggest to the Senator
two weeks from to-day.

Mr. BORAH. Of course, I have no idea what will come
before the Senate in the meantime.

Mr. HEFLIN. I will object now to any time being fixed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Illinoeis yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr, McCORMICK. I yield gladly to my friend from Ala-

bama.

Mr. HEFLIN I thought it might save time, Mr. President,
if I should say that I am not ready now to agree for any
time to be fixed to vote on the Isle of Pines treaty.

Mr. McCORMICK. Am I to apprehend, then, Mr. Presi-
deut, that the treaty will be rendered insensible by novocaine
and kept in that condition pending the reassembling of the
Benate next December?

Mr. BORAH. If I understand the Senator correctly, that
may be the situation; I can not tell; but, Mr. President,
candidly and seriously, we can not agree upon a time for a
vote at this time. If everything else were out of the way so
that the time might be ours, we could agree, perhaps, in two
orthreadaya,butlamnotgoingtoagreeuntillknowthat
the right of way is cleared, because there still rema.ins a great
deal to be said about the Ie,le of Pines treaty.

I should like to accommodate the Senator from Illinois, but

I join with the Senator from Alabama in saying that we can
not agree at this time,

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, If the Senator from Illinois
will permit me——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Illi-
nois yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr, McCORMICK. I do.

Mr., HEFLIN. I want to ask the Senator from Illincis how
long this treaty has been pending.

Mr., McCORMICK. It has been pending some 20 years. It
has been in suspense four times as long as the determination
of the settlement of the debts due the Government of the
United States by the European governments.

Mr. President, I do not urge Senators who are opposed to
this treaty after a study of the record, the history, the facts,
and the law to vote for the treaty. I only venture to urge
that we are under a moral obligation to ratify or to reject
this treaty, precisely as I regard the debtor governments under
obligation to negotiate honorable settlements for the payment of
their debts to the Government of the United States.

Tlhe question of the Isle of Pines is not altogether a simple
guestion, as T ventured to say when I addressed the Senate
before. If it were there would be no division of opinion among
us; but we have access to the records, beginning with the decla-
ration by a resolution of Congress requiring Spain to evacuate
the Island of Cuba, wuntil the submission of the treaties of
1903; and any Senator with those records before him may
study the question and form an opinion.

1 recognize that the advocates of the treaty are confronted
by the most formidable adversary on the floor of the Senate

Idaho does not

in the person of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran]. I re-
cognize that he is animated by profound conviction in the posi-
tion which he has taken. I assume that he will base his case
upon constitutional grounds, but I think it ought to be possible
for us to agree at this time to vote within a fortnight; and at
a later period during the day, if the occasion presents itself,
I shall offer, for unanimous agreement, a proposal to that end.

ADDEESS BY JUDGE FLORENCE ALLEN

Mr. RANSDELL, Mr. President, as the mind of the Senate
seems to be directed to matters relating to war or growing out
of war, I wish to have its attention for just a moment.

On the 18th instant, at the Belasco Theater in this city,
the National Conference on the Cause and Cure of War was
opened. Omne of the speakers was Judge Florence Allen, of
the Bupreme Court of Ohio, who held her large audience spell- -
bound for 30 minutes. Her plea for “the outlawry of war,”
for a new slogan, * The State shall do no wrong,” for world -
peace by teaching mankind “law, not war™ was one of the
most eloquent and convineing speeches I ever heard. I ask
that it may be printed in the Recorp as part of my remarks,
and I commend its careful study to all lovers of peace.

Mr. MOSES. Mr, President, I am a lover of peace, but I
shall have to ask that the manuscript be sent to the Committee
on Printing under the rule.

Mr. RANSDELL. I hope the Senator will not insist on that,
for I do not want to consume the time of the Senate by read-
ing it; but it is a very eloguent and beautiful speech, and I
shall be compelled to stand in my place and read it if the
Senator objects.

Mr, McCORMICK. I object.

Mr. RANSDELL. I have the floor, and I shall certainly
keep it and read this wonderful address.

Mr. MOSES. I am sure that the lady's eloquence would be
greatly refined by the utterances of the Senator, and I want
him to read it.

Mr. RANSDELL. Not at all. It is the most beautiful
gpeech, I have heard in many, many years, and I have even
heard the Senator from New Hampshire.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made,

Mr. RANSDELL. I shall take the time to read it.
the floor.

This address was made last Sunday evening, and the
speaker was inftroduced by Mrs. Carrie Chapman Catt, who
was presiding over this National Conference on the Cause and
Cure of War. She said:

We women were very proud not long ago when there was elected to
a Btate supreme court for the first time in the history of the world
an American woman. We aré very proud of that woman as a lawyer
and a judge, but I may say on behalf of all of us that there is no
woman who is a better speaker on the subject of peace. It is there-
fore a double pleasure and honor to present to you Judge Florence
Allen, of the Supreme Court of Ohlo. [Applause.]

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I renew the unanimous-
consent request that Judge Allen’s speech be printed in the
Recorp without reading.

Mr. RANSDELL. As a part of my remarks?

Mr. SWANSON. I ask unanimous consent that the address
may be printed in the REcorp.

Mr. RANSDELL. I should be very glad to have that done,
provided all the Senators will agree to read it. This speech
of Judge Allen’s is only 30 minutes long.

Mr. MOSES and Mr. McCORMICK addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Louisiana yield?

Mr. RANSDELL. I yleld for a question.

Mr. KING. I think the address is such an admirable one
that we ought to hear it.

Mr. RANSDELL proeeeded to read the speech, and was in-
terrupted by——

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President

Mr, RANSDELL. Does the Senator wish to ask a question?

Mr. SIMMONS. I wanted to make an appeal to the Senator
from Illino’s.

Mr. RANSDELL. He does not seem to heed appeals.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire withdraw his objection?

Mr. MOSES. I can nof, Mr. President.

Mr. SIMMONS. I hope the Senator from Illinois will with-
draw his objection.

Mr. RANSDELL. I will proceed, and I hope I shall not be
interrupted. I have a wonderfully eloguent oration here.

Mr. RANSDELL resumed the reading of the speech, and
was interrupted by——

I have
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Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Presidenf, I think the Senator from
New Hampshire ought to permit this speech to be printed in
the Recorb.

Mr. KING. T think we ought to have it read.

Mr. RANSDELL. I am going to read it.

Mr. RANSDELL resumed the reading of the speech, and
was interrupted by:

Mr. SWANSON. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
that the rest of the speech may be printed as a part of the
remarks of the Senator from Louisiana, without reading.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, is this an ad-
dress prepared by the Senator himself? H},
Mr. SWANSON. No; it is what he wishes to have includ

as a part of his remarks. We have done that repeatedly.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Was it made by somebody eise?

Mr. SWANSON. By somebody else.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Then I have no objection fo
that. I want to suggest, however, that the Senator from New
Hampshire has just left the floor.

Mr. ASHURST. He has withdrawn his objection.

Mr. FLETCHER. There is no rule against the request of
the Senator from Louisiana. There is no rule of the Senate
forbidding it. It is a perfectly proper request just to have it
inserted.

Mr. RANSDELL. I want to say, before taking my seat, that
I have made a request here which has been granted time and
time again in the past; and any Senator—there were several
present—who heard that truly remarkable address of Judge
Allen, wonld agree with me that there has never been a more
eloguent address delivered in this eity, or in the United States,
sir, on the most important gquestion we have before the world
to-day—peace. This great association of women, or associa-
tions of women—for there are many of them, sir—are in this
city for the purpose of trying to carry peace throughout the
world. They are doing the best they can toward that end.
They had a great meeting in the Belasco Theater last Sunday
evening. I do not think there was a vacant seat and I never
heard such eloquence pour from a human being's lips as poured
from the lips of this lady. I ask all Senators to read what she
said, and I am really ashamed of the objeetion that has been
made to putting this speech in the Recorn. We put all sorts
of things in the Recorp, but we insert in it very few things
which have half the value to mankind and to the United States
that this speech has.

If there is no objection, now, I do not care to read the bal-
ance of the speech.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from Virginia?

Mr, MOSES. What was the request?

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. The request is that this
address be printed in the RECORD.

Mr. SWANSON. My request was that the residue of the
speech should be printed as a part of the Senator’s remarks.

Mr. MOSES. And the Senator from Louisiana takes full
paternity for it in the Senate? i

Mr. SWANSON. He asked that it be printed as a part of
his remarks, for what it was worth.

Mr. MOSES. I wish to make my position perfectly clear.
I am the chairman of the Commiftee on Printing and I am
charged with a certain guardianship of the Recomrp. I have
objected constantly, when I have been on the floor, to the in-
sertion of extraneous matter in the Recorn. I do not want a
speech delivered by anybody, unless it is a Senator, going into
the Recorp without having the scrutiny of the committee which
is charged with that duty. I meant no discourfesy to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana. I simply wanted the committee to have
a chance to read the speech which he wished to have inserted
in the Reconn.

If the Senator from Louisiana, by inserting it as a part of
his remarks, assumes paternity for it here on the floor, of course
1 have no objection.

Mr. RANSDELL., Mr, President, I am surprised that the
chairman of the Committee on Printing would make any such
statement as that when he knows that it is the common practice
of Senators (o have editorials and articles of various kinds
printed as a part of their remarks. I have done if, and other
Senators have done it. They do it without reading, and they
do it without becoming personally responsible for everything
in the articles inserted. I do not know that there is any-
thing I object to in this speech. I heard it, and I heard it
with approval and applause. I believe in the general principles
enunciated in the speech, but I can not permit the Senator who
is the chairman of the Committee on Printing, of whieh com-

mittee I have the honor of being a member, to try to establish
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some new principle here, that a Senator must be responsible
for and assume the responsibility of everything he asks to have
inserted in the REcorn. We have never had any such rule in the
Senate, and we can not have any such rule with my consent.

Mr. MOSES. That certainly ought fo be the principle, Mr.
President. No Senator should put into the Recorp something
which he does not indorse.

Mr. RANSDELL. The speech goes in, as I understand, as a
part of my remarks?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has heard no ob-
jection, and the address will be printed in the RECORD,

he entire speech referred to is as follows:

Judge FLorENcE ALLEN, Members of the participating organiza-
tions and friends, I have been wishing this afternoon while I listened
to the splendid expositions by the distinguished military officers, I
have been wishing that I had the force and eloguence to take advan-
tage of this opportunity. I have before me, delegates from such groups,
delegates from the American Association of University Wonren, those
women who have had the training that a hundred years ago was
denied the women the world over: delegates from the Council of
Women for Home Missions and the Federation of Womren's Boards
of Foreign Missions of North America, the women who believe that
the ethies and philosophy of Christ ought to be put into practice
in our daily life, [Applause.] The General Federation of Women's
Clubs, that splendid group which links together so many orgauizations
with such a vast field of cultural and eivie setivity; the National
Board of the Young Women's Christian Associations which beneficently
direets the activity of the young womanhood of the entire Nation; the
National Council of Jewish Women, with such & heritage of law-making
behind them that they well may be proud and we may well be proud
to have them afiliated with us in this gathering; the National League
of Women Voters, a leagne which has in its membership many men in
this eountry, a league which believes that every vote ghall be intelll-
gently east and every woman and thereby every man ghall be nrade
an intelligent voter [applause]; the National Woman's Christian
Temperance Union, that fighting group which first said that the evil
of the open saloon must go in America; and last but not least, the
National Women's Trade Union League, the group of women who
do work with their hands so well competing with labor in the opel
market that they force the world fo give them an honest living.
[Applanse.]

When we think of the ramifieations of these organizations, thelr
territorial extent, the mumbers which they represent, can we under-
estimate the power which resides in this particular group? And,
more than that, it is significant that this is a group of women, not
beeause the war problem is primarily a woman's problem ; women
suffer hideonsly in war and so do men; every boy who lost his life
in the World War had the greatest human right denied him. We
find these truths to be self-evident—that all men are endowed by
their Creator with certain inalienable rights, rights that can not
be taken away, rights that ean not be given away—a right to life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. [Applause.]

And we are here as a group to declare a new declaration of inde-
pendence, to say that henceforth we will be independent of the curse
of war; that we hereby demand that the tyranny of the most colossal
evils that the world bas ever seen ghall cease, and, my friends, it is
significant that this is a woman's gathering, because while men suffer
with women in war, and while men work magnanimously with women
to do away with war, as the presence of these distinguished speakera
evidence, the faet does remain that woman's task is very peeuliar
with regard to the abolition of war. We have to teach the human
race that ethical standards can be set up to maintain between nations,
as well as between individuals [applause], women have to teach—
women have to teach the coming generations that the rules of right
and wrong can be applied to every group; that there is no situation
in which the law of justice ean not and does not function if applied.
Women have to teach the coming race that this thing is not im-
possible; that law. can be substituted for the use of armed forces In
the setilement of,international difficulties, and in the Jong run, my
friends, over and above and behind and underneath all of the plans
which will be urged here for the cures of war, and I undoubtedly
am in accord with all of them, the fact remains with you and the
women of the world who believe that this evil can and must be
abolished, have to go out to change the convictions of men's minds
that war is legal and sanctioned and necessary, and that is primarily
a task for women. -

And then, too, women have another peculiar responsibility in this
matter, because they have within them that thing which Kidd calls
the power of developing the emotion of the ideal, that power of
looking far off into the dim distance, looking far off into the future,
that power of working for something which they see not, something
which they only hope and dream will come to pass. Thousands and
thonsands of women in this country joined the ranks of those who
demanded that liberty should be given to the women, as well as to
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men, and died before we ever had the vote. That kind .of spirit
within women for reaching out over the long years which comes,
perhaps, partly from our physical nature and partly from the long,
sad training of the ages which has compelled us to achieve a masterly
self-control. [Applause.] That power makes It possible for us to
sacrifice and renounce and work for something which will not im-
mediately be accomplished, and, of course, my friends, in spite of
advances which have been made In our lfetime in the peace move-
ment, you and I know that it will be a long, hard progress, and that
there will be years and centuries which will go by before the peace
fabric will finally reach the completion which yon and I-hope for it.

Now, this emotion of the ldeal present in women makes us perhaps
see with a certain clearness certain fundamental facts, because we
are looking forward to the attainment of the final consummation, we
look forward to a great thing, we look forward to the abolition of
war disease, and nothing less, and because of that perhaps we see
more clearly certaln practical aspects in the situation, and we wonder,
as women, how it ecomes that government spends so little money and
such little effort for making peace, and so much money and so :much
effort for making war, and we say to ourserves that if eenturies ago
the finest minds of the Nation had ‘been gathered together to argue
peace, instead of to keap war machinery well ofled, that perhaps by
now ‘the peace fabric would have 'been built, and: we say to ourseives
that if in 1500 A. D. the great energles of the races had been
poured into substituting law for war that the World War would never
have been fought. [Applause,] And 'then we .say, too, that we
demand substantial steps toward peace. We care very little just
how it Is done in detall or in the mass. Women are not very particular
as to who ‘does it; they are mot particular as to who gets the honor
of the great achievement, They are not particular as to the brand
or name by which the thing is ealled, but women want war branded
and made disreputable; they want Its use made criminal; they want
the sanction taken away from war, and they want orderly, .peaeeful
processes of -enactment and adjudication substituted for war, They
want, in a ‘word, law, not war. [Applaunse.]

And just beeause we have within ourselves this great power, this
power which Is essential toward carrying causes as colossal even as
this, we confront partieular dangers. 1t has been said here in America
sipee the wemen got ‘the wote that sve ought to be used mainly as a
channel for engendering enthusiasm, [Laughter.] And, my friends,
creating enthusiasm is worthy for .certain objects, but let us by all
means scrutinize the object. Let not these groups, let not these fine
groups act as cheer léaders In a game in which they do nothing but
the cheering.

:And we face other pitfalls. I shall speak particularly of ome this
afternoon. 1t is a correlative danger. We face the danger of think-
ing that we can act to help to.do away with war without actual knowl-
edge, and we face the correlative danger of thinking that we can be
of no use in eliminating war unless we are experts. I shall first speak
of the need of sctual knowledge. We must not emotionalize every step
we take; every megsure -we demand must be based upon our knowl-
edge of actunl facts, and let me illustrate very simply with regard to
the subject which I8 to be considered by you .in this conference. I
speak of the codification of Intermational law., Now, there are some
people ‘who think that the cedification of international law would
have great weight in «doing away with war because they think that
If law could ‘be gathered together governing the conduct of nations,
then we would have laid the groundwork for orderly adjudication
of international disputes, and, my friends, if podify means to enact,
then I agree that the codification of international law is very mneees-
sary ; but codification in its:usnal sense, in the sense in which lawyers
use it, does not mean to enact law. Tt means to make a compilation,
to make an orderly, systematic assemblage of laws already existing,
and, my friends, there is practically no international law existing en-
foreed by the courts with regard to the eonduet of nations. Take the
latest case books on iinternational law—=Seott or Btowell or Munro—
and look through those textbooks in which courts have enforced in-
ternational law, and you will look in vain for any ease which has held
any nation gullty of the erime of making deliberate, premeditated,
asggressive war. You will look in vain for any case which finds any
nation guilty of stealing, or guilty of extortion, and I, perhaps, see
the need of these more than some other people because of my legal
experience, because 1 have presided in a number of murder trials, and
sometimes I ask myself how, if when I was in the trial court where
these cases were tried, how I ever could have impaneled a jury, or
how the jury eould have convieted tbe person, or how the person
conld have been sentenced by the court If there had been no law mak-
Ing murder a erime. And I want to explain here very simply what
to ime the phrase—outlawry of war—means. It does not mean that
the enactment of law making war a ccime will of itself prevent war.
I am one of those people who belleve in securing peace by all means,
and I.do not by any means pin my faith to one method only; but, my
friends, how ecan we enforce a law before we declare the law? The
first step in Jaw enforcement is the declaration of the law. And, per-
haps, I might put it simply in an illustration like this: Buppose that

your child did something that you did not like, and you wanted to
stop his doing it; suppose that Johnnie tells a lie; do you say to him:
*“Johnnie, all fine little boys tell lies, but you know I, myself, I per-
sonally do not llke to have you do it, so please do not do It in the
future.” Is that what you say? Or suppose that Mary takes a plece
of ple right out of the ple that is saved for the family supper. I used
to do that when I was a ehild; I still want to. Do you say to her:
“ Mary, all little girls with spunk and initintive go to the pantry and
take the thing that was saved for the family, but just for my seke I
wish you would not do that in the future.” Is that what you say?
Of course not. You gay to Johnnie: * All straight, upstanding little
boys are honest and truthful; they do not tell lles, and I want my boy
to be honest and truthful.” And you say to Mary: “ It is selfish to
take the things that were for the whole family; it is selfish and I do
mnot want my little girl to be selfish,” and you lay down a moral basis
upon which you begin to enforce that moral law, And, my friends,
agaln I repeat, I am not one of those who believe that the mere enaet-
ment of law, making the making.of war a erime, would, of itself, stop
war; but I am at a loss to understand how the World Court or The
{Hague Court or any tribunal which js constituted can brand the mak-
dng of war as illegal and disreputable so long as we recognize and
tolerate and sanction the making of war. [Applanse.] In other waorids,
what the world needs In addition to machinery for enforcement, in
addition to the World Court, in addition to some kind of permanent,
continuously operating international organization which must exist,
the world needs to declare moral law as applicable between the na-
tions, The world needs to lay down .a Ten Commandments between
‘the nations: *Thou shalt not war; thou shalt not steal; thou shalt
not oppress.” [Applause,]

And by whom can this law be laid down? It can be laid down by
dreaty; it can be lnid dewn by conference; it can be laid down by
the League of Natlons. ‘A beginning has been -made in the protocol
at Geneva, with its declaration of the outlawry of war. A beginning
has been made in the resolution pending in the Semate for the abolisli-
ing of war. These declarations have not been accepted; they are a
very dmportant start,

The other law must follow, the law making crimes existing between
mations just as those crimes existing between individuals. Suppose,
for instance, you were to eut out of the law of New York State, or
Ohio, or California, the laws making murder and arson, rape, and
‘burglary crimes, the whole bottom would have dropped ont of your
moral fabric; yon would have lost the very basis upon which all law
is built. The first step in law enforcement is to declare the law.
And now this law eould be declared by the league court or the World
Court, if they conld lay down the law. My friends, what I am about
fo say to you 1 waut you in no sense to  construe as a criticism
mupon arbitration or as opposition to entering the World Court. I
wish the world would employ arbitration to its utmost possible limit,
I believe in adbering to the leagne court, but I want very :distinetly
to bring out to you the thing I am trying to say. A court lays down
law in guite a simple way. It has a given case before it, and upon
the facts of that ease it enunciates legal and moral principles. When
.another case based npon the same kind .of facts comes before the
court, the court applies the legal and moral principle lald down in
‘the first case to the second case exactly as if that law had been passed
by the legislature.

Let me lllustrate by a case which we are familiar with in Ohio.
We had what we called the East Cleveland Municipal Suffrage case
before we got the vote. The city of East Cleveland had a home-
ruler charter and it gave the women the vote, and we went to the
Bupreme Court of Ohio, and the supreme court said that a home-
rule city in Ohio could give women the right to vote, andl the women
of East Cleveland could vote. Shortly after that the women of
Columbus got the charter commission to give them a wvote on that
charter, and the charter was submitted to the electors and .carried.
Now, if the Supreme Court of Ohio had not been able to lay down
law the women of Columbus would have had to go up again to the
supreme court and see whether they had a right to vote, but the
supreme court sald in the first case: A charter city has the right
to glve women the power to vote.” . And so the women of Columbus
did not have to try their ease because law was made by the supreme
court in laying down legal and moral principles in the first place.

Now, In an arbitration moral principle is not laid down, and arbl-
tration simply decides the case, It decides who wing, but not who is
right or wrong. The league court is bound by this provision in the
statute, article 59 of the statute which creates the court states as
follows: " The decision of the court has mno binding force except
between the parties and in respect of that particular case.”

And so, my friends, the leagne court can not lay down law. T
believe in adhering to the league court because It cun interpret low;
becanse it can .adjudicate cases which come within its jurisdiction.
but we shall have to have law, not codified but enacted, deciaring
the primary erimes between nations before we can properly go for-
ward to enforee that law, and sometimes when I think of the task
which has been demanded, the thing that we have asked of the World
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Court, and The Hague Court, and the League of Nations to ask them:
to prevent war, when up to this time in history the whole so-called
Christian world, the whole civilized world tolerated and sanctioned
war, it seems to me that we have been asking an impossible thing,
because the sanction must be taken away from war before we can
enforce provisions against war.

And now, the women of this country demand that this be done;
they demand that war shall no longer be sanctioned; they demand

that the use of war as a means of settling international disputes be:

abolished ; they demand that other methods of settling international
controversies be adopted, and some people say this is impossible.
Why, my friends, human history shows that this is the mnext step
in our social development.

There was such a thing as war between individuals. There was pri-
vate warfare between individuals; that private warfare has been abol-
fshed. There was warfare to determine legal guestions. Men used to
go out and fight to determine the titles of land in what was called the
“ wager of battle.” That has been abolished, and the duel, which. clung
80 long and so persistently—that has gone with the advance of civili-
zation. Bhall we say that men, men who swim beneath the sea in
boats and who climb the sky in airplanes, are incapable of applying to
themselves in groups the same law which they applied to themselves as
individuals. :

Now, I want just & second hefore I elose to speak to you of the
other dangers whieh we face—that is, the danger that we shall think

we know too little to assist in solving this problem—and I was inter-

ested to read the other day in an interview or a statement of a speech
made by a distinguished officer for whom I have the highest persomal
regard. I was interested to see that he said that pacifism in the
United States was rampant because of the women's insatiable desire
to mix in things which they did not understand. And he sald that
we did not understand that, because war 1s a question of mathematics and
science [laughter], and, of course, I do not know whether this distin-
guished officer saild what is aseribed to him, but the fact does remain
that that view exists, and I grant that science goes into the making of
war. I could not calculate the trigonometric formulas which are said
to be necessary to the direction of the shots from one of our great
modern gups; I think very few men could. [Laughter.] Science, of
course, governg all of the law of chemical specifications; science gov-
erns military tactics; science must always come Into play when war
is made; but the guestion of keepiog out of war, the questien ¢f main-
taining peace, and the question of establishing peace is not a question of
gcience and mathematics; it is a question of establishing moral prin-
ciples between the nations as law, enforceable as law, and that is a
thing which is not a questlon of the parabola or the momentum or
veloclty of a gunshot. 5

And then, on the other hand, there are some people who think we
can not help to establish peace because there is so much to know about
the peace question. And, my friends, there is a great deal to know;
there is a great deal to know about the Dawes plan; there is a great
deal to know about the whole question; and if we are to understand
everything with regard to the workings of the League of Nations,
everything with regard to the treaty relations in the Sensate, every-
thing with regard to the World Court, and everything with regard to
the workings of the Pan-American Union, we shall have to have some
expert knowledge; we should have very much more expert knowledge
than we have; and I go so far as to say that no woman's club or
organization in this country ought to go further without having one
member, & committee of one, to read the substantial proceedings of the
League of Nations' docoments, to keep in touch with things that are
golug on in the Benate, to be posted upon our relations, particularly
with South America and Central America and the Caribbean, and report
back to her own club, But, after all, the great basic policies which
underlie the making of pesce are not difficnlt of eomprehension. Any
ordinarily intelligent person can understand them, and I will even say
that never until in this country the ordinary person, the nonexpert
voter, is taken info the confidence of the peace expert, never until that
time can America take her place among the leaders in the peace move-
ment of the world. [Applause.]

I remember there was a great meeting held once at the Masonie
Hall in Cleveland at which Mrs. Catt spoke. WIll Irwin had told us
waant woula nappen to the world in the next world war; that war
wonld be directed against the whole civilian population; how the
advance of chemical warfare would make the next war something
undreamed of, and Mrs. Catt had some scholarly address to make,
nud instead of making It she threw down her manuscript and came
down into the center of the stage and called upon the women of the
United Btates to unwar, and that call we are still hearing. I suppose
1 have quoted one hundred times something which she said that night.
We don’t always have Mrs. Catt with us in Ohio, s0' we have to
quote her. She said: “The women in this room can do this thing;
tiue woinen in this room ecan do this thing.” And when she said that
ghe gald something truer than she knew, because she had seen just
stich a movement grow from a meeting in a little room ; she had seen
the woman's suffrage movement start when women had no tralning,

no education, no money, nothing but the inhérent rightness of their
cause ; she had seen it sweep over the whole civilized world in her
lifetime. The women in this room can do this thing; the women in
this room can do anything which is right and just, my friends.

Think of the colossal absurdity that we should bave lived to this
year of cur Lord, 1925, and the slogan for nations during all this time
until very recently has been, “The State ean do no wrong.” We
have to change that slogan; we have to write new law; we have to
say, “The State shall do no wrong:" [Applanse.] And that thing
can be done for America by the women in this room, and I grant you
that we have great odds against us; we have great interests and
great powers against us; we have something, on the other hand, to
inspire us beeause the boys, you kunow, went out and they met six
times their number in the great day of the first advance, six fimes
their number of the crack troops of Europe, sent them reeling back
in their tracks; and of course they fought for a pumber of things,
but they fought principally because they thought that that war
would end war. If we have any conception of their saerifice, we will
never let that standard fall; we will make this war the war which
did end war, and all over the world the great forees of human affec-
tion are working with uss Bometimes I get very, very upset over
the international situation in that it is particularly my situation, and
it oppresses me, but I heard something this summer which I intend
to keep before me as & symbol of the hope we have. I know a girl
who did war work in Italy and Fraunece and Germany, and' has all
the decorations that it is possible te have, and this summer she
visited all of her little villages and she personally investigated and
knew that this thing happemed. At Mont Faucant, in France, which
was so shelled that it seems nothing but a remnant was left of the
town when the armistice was signed, a man came and knocked at
the door of a little eottage, and a woman came to the door, and he
asked if she was the woman of the house and spoke French, but it
was & gueer kind of French, and she said, “ Yes, she was,” and he
sald, “ Perhaps, you won't want to talk to me because I am a Ger-
man,” and she said, " Go on, monsienr.” He said, “1 had'a son who
was killed in the war; he was killed here wery near and he was
buried somewhere near here, and I came over this morning as early
as I could to hunt for his grave, and I could not find it; I thought
perhaps I counld find some cottage where I eould stay alll might and
go on in the search, but probably you won't want me to stay because
I am German.” S8he said, * Monsieur, 1 had a son who: was killed
in the war, and he was killed fighting for France in self-defense;
your son was killed fighting under orders, and I suppose he was
killed doing what he thought was right; shall any one say that as
between a father who lost his son in battle and a mother whe lost
ber son in battle that there is a gap that ean not be bridged? Come
in, monsieur, and stay this night.” T do not know how many of ug
could rise to that height; but, my friends, the great forces of human
affection, the great love of fathers and mothers for their children the
world over are fighting this battle. The women in this room ecan do
this thing; they can do it because it Is everlaatingly, etermally right.
There is no situation in the world in which the rules of right and
wrong can not function. There is no group in the world to which
the laws of right should not apply, and you and 1 have to study this
problem in this eonference and go out to teach the ranks that we will
have law, not war. [Applause.]

The CoAremas. The meeting will close with the
“America,” Mrs. Wheeler leading.

POSTAL BALARIES AND POSTAL RATES

The Henate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the
consideration of the bill (8. 3674) reclassifying the salaries of
postmasters and employees of the Postal Service, readjusting
their salaries and compensation on an equitable basis, increas-
ing postal rates to provide for such readjustment, and for
other purposes.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays
on my point of order. )

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr., ASHURST. Let the guestion be stated.

Mr., STERLING. I suggest the absence of a quornm.

Mr. ASHURST. 1 have asked that the question be stated,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South
Dakota has suggested the absence of a quornm, and the ques-
tion will be stated after a quorum is developed. The Secretary
will eall the roll.

The prinecipal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Senators answered to their names:

singing of

Ashurst Bursum Cnrtis Frazier
Ball Butler Dale Gooding
Bayard Cameron Dial Hale
Bingham Capper nin Harreld
Borah Caraway Edwards Harris
Brookhart Copeland Ferris Harrison
Broussard Couzens Fess Heflin
Bruce Cummins Fletcher Howell
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Johnson, Calif.  Metealf Reed, Mo. Sterling
Jones, Wash, Moses Sheppard Swanson
Rendrick Neely Shields Underwood
Keyes Oddie Shipstead Wadsworth
King Overman Shortridge Walsh, Mass.
MeCormick Poepper Simmons ‘Walsh, Mont.
McKellar Phipps Smith Warren
MceNary Pittman Smoot Watson
Mayfield Ralston Bpencer Wheeler
Means Ransdell Stanley

The PRERIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-one Senators have
answered to the roll call, There is a quorum present.
~ Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, just before we vote I want
o read an extract from the syllabus in the case of Hubbard v.

we, decided by the District Court for the Southern District
of New York in October, 1915, construing the cotton futures
act, which decision in many of its aspects has a bearing on
this case, in my opinion.

The syllabus reads, in part:

(1) The tax is upon the privilege of dealing on exchanges and not
upon the business itself there transacted; but the tax is laid or not
1aid, not by the extent of the privilege, but by the manner of use of
the privilege. That is to say, & man who makes a contract on the
exchange in the form approved by the statute is not taxed; but if
the same or another man makes a contract of the same value or
transacts the same amount of business on the same exchange, but
uses any other form of contract than that governmentally approved,
he is taxed, This classification of or measure for taxation is sald
to be unconstitutional and to vitiate the entire statute,

(2) The United States cotton futures act is, in the language of the
Constitution, “a bill for raising revenue™; but it did not originate
in the House of Representatives and did originate in the Senate. It
is therefore unconstitutional, because the command is imperative that
“all bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives, but the Senate may propose or concur with amendments
as on other bllls.,” (Hubbard ¢. Lowe, 226 Federal Reports p. 136.)

I have been informed that the Supreme Court of the United
States has affirmed this holding, although I have not been able
to find its decision,

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I listened with a great deal

of interest to the argument made by the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Reep], and I did so particularly because I do not believe
there is another Senator whose views on the Constitution are
more sound than his.
It develops that there is just one question for each Senator
to determine, and that is whether or not this bill would raise
revenue incidental to general legislation, or whether that por-
tion of the bill raising revenue is entirely distinct and sepa-
rate from that portion of the bill adjusting postal salaries.
These two provisions conld be separated. As a matter of fact,
they should be in two separate bills. They have no relation
to each other whatever.

1 realize that many bills incidentally raise revenue. They
do not come within this constitutional provision, but we could
pass the first portion of this bill, and it would become the
duty of Congress to provide the revenue necessary to carry it
out. It is not necessary that these revenues be provided by
taxing the mails. They could be raised from taxation of in-
comes. They could be raised from the taxation of capital or
personal property.

When we come right back to the constitutional provision,
and seek for the reason underlying it, we find that it is simply
this, that the raising of revenue, in the very nature of things,
imposes a burden upon all of the people of this country,

The framers of the Constitution realized that the people of
ihe country were more directly represented, as individuals,
by the House of Representatives than they were by the Senate
of the United States.

Mr. OVERMAN. That doctrine came down also from a time
prior to the revolution, from the English Parlinment. The
people resented the idea of anybody butf their representatives
laying heavy burdens upon them by way of taxation.

Mr. PITTMAN. When the Constitution was adopted,-Sena-
tors were to be elected by the legislatures of the States, They
were to represent States, as ambassadors, as distinguished
from those representing particular groups of people in this
couniry.

We have a right to pass any general legislation. We have a
right, if we want to, to increase the prices to be paid for public
lands of the United States. The revenue so raised would be
perfectly incidental, because it would be essential to the interests
of the United States that we fix a price to be pald in case
of the sale of public land. But the Post Office Department is
not supported from a fund. The Post Office Department is not
supported from the sale of its services in carrying letters and
newspapers. The Post Office Department is supported from the
general taxation of the United States.

It is proposed that the Senate of the United States shall
determine how the funds shall be raised with which to carry
on the departments of this Government, including the Iost
Office Department. It can not be said that this applies alone
to the Post Office Department, because the funds to be raised
by taxation will go into the general funds of the Government
to help pay the running expenses of every department of the
Government. We say that a man who writes a letter shall pay
s0 much toward this revenue, and that a man who mails a
newspaper shall pay a different figure.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PITTMAN. I ask the Senator to wait just a moment
until I finish this thought. We are asked here to say how
revenue shall be raised that is to go into the General Treasury
of the United States. If there was any purpose on earth be-
hind this constitutional provision, it was to prevent this body
from initiating such legislation as this, and to permit the
representatives of the people in the House of Representatives
to spy when and how revenue should be raised in the first
place. They have a right to say whether the revenue shall
be raised at all or not. «After having determined that it shall
be raised they have a right, and the exclusive right, to say
from what source it shall be raised.

I consider that this proposal is a subterfuge to avoid the
provisions of the Constitution, and feeling that way I certainly
shall not vote for it.

I yield now to the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr, STERLING. Referring to the contention made by the
Senator from Nevada that because this money went into the
Treasury of the United States and became a part of the gen-
eral fund therefore it was a tax for raising revenue, what
will the Senator do with the case of the United States against
Norton, in Ninety-first United States, cited in the discussion
this morning, where the money arising from the money-order
system, money paid for money orders and fees for issuing
money orders, was eovered by the express terms of the act into
the Treasury of the United States, and it was there held that
the money-order system act was not an act for raising revenue
although the money went into the Treasury of the United
States.

Mr, PITTMAN. I can conceive of many bills that could be
initiated by this body which incidentally raised revenue that
would not be in violation of the Constitution. If an act is
originated here for the purpose, mind you, of arriving at a just
compensation for the services rendered by the United States
Government in carrying mail, I do not think that it would be a
revenue bill. As I said before, it must be the duty of every
Senator here to determine whether or not the moneys raised
are incidental or whether this is a subterfuge, as I charge it is,
for the purpose of evading the constitutional provisions.

The President of the United States, who caused the intro-
duction of the legislation, stated that if revenue were pro-
vided in some manner, if some plan for raising revenue were
provided, he might look upon this in a different manner, and so
the bill had its inception. The Senator who is chairman of the
subcommittee, the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs],
rose and specifically answered question after question this
morning, and stated he did not know whether or not the in-
crease in the various items of mail was essential to meet the
cost of that transportation, but that it was essential for the
purpose of raising revenue. It is as much a revenue bill as a
percentage tax would be on any character of goods in the
country.

Away back in 1832 a matter came before the Senate dealing
with reprisals. This body felt that it was essential to pass an
act of reprisal against another country, but the question of
reprisal affected the revenue legislation of the United States
and what took place? It is reported in the proceedings in the
Journal of the Tweniy-first Congress, first session, at page 155,
as follows:

A bill * to provide for the abolition of unnecessary duties, to relleve
the people from sixteen millions of taxes,” etc., was read the second
time and was being considered in Committee of the Whole, when the
Vice President [Mr, Calhoun] expressed a doubt whether it was in
order to originate in the Senate a bill containing provisions of the char-
acter of those contained in the third section, as follows: " That from
and after the 1st day of January, in the year 1832, a duty of 33%
per cent on the value shall be levied on all furs and raw hides im-
ported into the United Stafes from countries which ghall not have
secured the continnance of thelr free admission by granting equivalent
advantages to the like productions of the United States.”

Mind you, there was a question of reprisal. There were cer-
tain countries that were violating the reciproeity of the United
States. Here was a bill introduced in the Senate for the pur-
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rpose of reprisal. What was the result of that situation? The
Chair—

submitted the question for the decislon of the Benate, when, on motion
of Mr. Webster, it was ordered that the bill, ** together with the gues-
‘tlon- of order,” be laid upon the table.

That was one of the flrst oecasions. There was no subter-
fuge there. There was the deliberate intent of the Senate of
the United States to enact a reprisal against certain other
nations which had violated their agreements with this country.

Coming down further, what was the act of the Senate re-
cently? A bill was infroduced to place . a fax on gasoline in
the District of Columbia. What was the purpose of that act?
There had been disputes going on between the State of Mary-
land and the District of Columbia for years with regard to the
difference. in the charges for automobile licenses in the respee-
tive municipalities. The State of Maryland was charging
much more than the District was charging as a tax on ears.
There is no gquestion that the Governor of Maryland gof to-
gether with the Commissioners of the District and, for the pur-
pose of agreeing upon equality of taxation for licenses for
automobiles, agreed that they would aveid the whole thing by
placing a tax on gasoline,

The purpose was not to raise revenue for the District of
Columbia, "The purpose of the act was to settle a dispute be-
tween Maryland and the District of Columbia. The purpose
of the act dealt with interstate commerce. The purpose of
the act dealt with the friendly relations between the District
of Columbia and Maryland. Yet when that bill came before
the Senate what was the action of this body? The Senator
from Delaware [Mr. Barr] explained all about the sitnation.
He contended that it was not intended to raise revenne; that
the raising of revenue was simply incidental to the main pur-
pose; and yet on a point of order, exactly as in this case, the
President pro tempore of the Senate, the same distingnished
Senator who now presides over this body, followed the practice
now being followed and submitted the question to the Senate
to determine whether or not that character of legislation was
in violation of the Constitution. The Senate held, on January
106, 1924, that it was in violation of the Constitution: that It
was taking away from the representatives of the people in the
House of Representatives the sole right under the Constitution
to determine when revenue should be raised and how it
shonid be raised.

It is not a guestion of taxation as the word “taxation™ is
ordinarily used. The constitutional amendment does not deal
with the word “taxation.” It deals with raising revenue and
amy legislation for the raising of revenue must originate in
the House of Representatives.

I am satisfiedsin my own mind, that if it were not essential

to raise many millions of dollars in revenue at this time the
bill would never have been brought before the Senate. I am
perfectly confident that if the salary increase bill had not
come up there would have been no member of the Committes
on Post Offices and Post Roads who would have stated that
there was any necessity for legislation of this kind increasing
postal rates. The legislation for the increasing of these charges
had its origin in the statement of the President of the United
States that he would not consider the postal salaries increase
bill until revenue was provided for to meet those increases.
He may be right in that policy. It is probably right to pro-
vide for the revenue. We must ralse revenue for every ex-
pense that we create by law and the Congress has invariably
~done that, We provided an appropriation to build a railroad
In Alaska. We provided $560,000,000 for that purpese, but we
did not provide for any revenue to pay for it. We did not
provide that the rates. established on that railroad should
be so much. because it was essential to raise the revenue to
meet that expense.
law raising the revenue and it fixed the time and the method
for paying the taxes for that purpose.

The two propositions have no business together in one bill
They are not connected in any sense whatever. One of them
is a legitimate act by this body fo adjust the pay of laborers,

~and the other is an attempt to describe when and how certain
revenue shall be raised. They are inside of one binding, within
one paper, but they could be separated by a knife, and either
act would stand alone, absolutely independent. They are not
«dependent upon each other. They are supplemental in no sense
whatever, The legislation to raise revenue is not inecidental
to the main portion of the bill unless we say that -every time
we pass a law that will incur an expense to the Government,
the raising of the revenue to meet that expense is incidental,
Raising revenue is incidental whenever we pass a bill that
Incurs a future expense, but never before have we ever tried
to take away from the House the right to determine how the

The House of Representatives enacted a

1
revenue-Should be ‘raised to meet:that expense. To my mind
this is purely and simply a subterfuge. If it were essentially,
incidental to the legislation relating to the pay of these men
I would agree with the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep];
but it is not essential to that readjustment. It does not have
to be raised out of a readjustment of postal rates. It can be,
taken care of in the ordinary way in which we provide for
acts that require more money, and the House of Representatives
has always taken care of such matters.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I think that most
that has been said is aside from the point. It seems to me,
that there is a decision of the ‘Supreme Court that settles the
matter.

Repeating very briefly what I said this morning, revenue,
is a term that we can apply and do apply loosely to all sorts
of income, but the question is in-what sense the term “ revenue ™
is used in the Constitntion? Does it mean that the House of,
Representatives must originate every measure that in any way
contributes to the income of the United States, or does it apply .
to taxes? That is the question. Taxes bring revenue, but, I
repeat, all revenue is not the result of taxation.

It is true that back of this right to initiate revenue legisla-
tion is a long history, but what is that history? As I read it,
the contest which raged in England for many years was,
around the proposition of the right of the Commons to initiate
tax measures, strictly speaking, or whether taxes coulil be
imposed by the King or measures of that character originate in
the House of Lords. The Commons won the point, and upon
that doctrine and the soundness of it there‘is no difference]
of opinion. The sole question is, * What does the Constitution!
mean when it confers upon the House of Representatives the
sole right to originate revenue measures? Is it taxation or.
does it ‘embrace all forms of income?

Mr, President, I will ask the Senate to give its attention
for just a moment to the case to which the Senator from South,
Dakota [Mr. StertING] called attention, It seems to me-we,
ought to settle the pending guestion and settle it right, for,
let 'me say, it is highly important that we ‘do settle it right.
If the Senate determines here to-day, upon a vote, that when
we -are fixing the pay of post-office employees we can not fix|
the rates of charges in that bill or in any other bill whic¢h we
may originate, then there is a very grave limitation imposed
upon the Senate which will apply not only in this case but in:
a good many other-cases that will follow along. So no Senator|
can afford to vote upon this question on the basis that he
would like to have this particular question decided in a certain
way.

Neither, Mr, President, are we concerned here with the ques-
tion as to whether the revenue that is levied is incidental to
something else, I say that, in my judgment, we counld intro-
duce a proposition here to raise the rates of postage if there
were nothing said about salaries. Our right is not dependent,
if-we have the right, npon whether we are preparing to spend
the money at the same time we are raising it. However, let
me ‘call ‘atfention to this case, and I shall not then further,
weary the Senate. The case was decided away back in 1875,
I shall read the salient paragraphs:

Norton was indicted for the embezzlement at different times of,
money belonging to the money-order office in the clty of New York, he
being a clerk in that office when the crimes were committed.

The Indictment was found on the 21st of February, 1874, Hea
pleaded “ that the several offenses did not arise, exist, or acerue within'
two years next before ‘the finding of sald indictment.” * * *

The Indictment was founded upon the eleventh section of the “Act
to establish a pestal money-order system.”

The act of April 30, 1790, provided that no person should be
prosecuted unless the offense was committed within two years,
but there was another act, of March 26, 1804, which provided
that any person guilty of crimes arising under the revenue
laws of the United States should be prosecuted within five
years,

Now, the eourt says:

The substantial ‘question presented for our determination 4s which
of these two provisions applles as a bar fo a progecution for the
offenses described in the indictment? The sclution of this question’
depends upon the solution of the further question whether the *‘Aet
to estalilish ~a - money-order system™ Is a revenue :law within the
meaning of the third section of the aet of 1804,

The offenses charged were crimes arising under the money-order act.
And the court proceeds to discuss that act. Among other
things, 1t provided that:

All moneys recelved from the sale of money orders, all fees received
for selling them, and all moneys transferred in administering the act
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are “to be deemed and taken to be money In the Treasury of the
United States.”

| In that instance the fees went into the Treasury, as they will
funder this bill.

{ The Postmaster General i{s authorized to allow the deputy postmas-
) at the money-order offices, as a compensation for their services,
mot exceeding “ one-third of the whole amount of fees recelved on
;mone}r orders issued "—

{ And so forth.

} In no just view, we think, can the statute In question be deemed
‘& revenue law.

{ The lexical definition of the term “ revenue” is very comprehensive.
(It is thus given by Webster: “ The income of a nation, derived from
. (1ts taxes, duties, or other sources, for the payment of the mnational

{expenses.”
{ The phrase * other gources” would include the proceeds of the
(public lands, those arising from the sale of public securlties, the re-
'calpts of the Patent Office in excess of its expenditures, and those of
the Post Office Department when there should be such excess as there
fwas for a time in the early history of the Government. Indeed, the
phrase would apply in all cases of such excess, In some of them
Ithe result might fluctuate, there being excess at ene time and defi-
{ciency at another.
¢ It is a matter of common knowledge that the appellative * revenue
;Inws" is mever applied to the statutes involved in these classes of
(cases.
| The Constitution of the United States * * * provides that “all
bills for ralsing revenue shall originate in the House of Representa-
tives.”
' The econstruction of this limitation is practically well settled by
the uniform action of Congress. According to that construction, it
“has been confined to bills to levy taxes in the strict sense of the
words, and has not been understood to extend to bills for other pur-
poses which incidentally create revenue.” (Story on the Constitu-
tion, sec. 880.) * Bills for ralsing revenue" when enacted into laws
become revenue laws. Congress was a constitutional body sitting
under the Constitution. It was, of course, familinr with the phrase
“ bills for raising revenue,” as used in that instrument, and the
construction which had been given to it.

The precise question before us came under the consideration of
Mr. Justice Story, in United States v. Mayo, 1 Gall. 396. He held
\that the phrase * revenue laws,” as used in the act of 1804, meant
such laws “as are made for the direct and the avowed purpose of
creating revenue or public funds for the service of the Government.”
|The same doctrine was reaffirmed by that eminent judge in United
!States v. Cushman, 426.
1| These views commend themselves to the approbation of our judg-
i ment.

° The cases of United States v. Bromley, 12 Howard, 88, and United
|Btates v. Fowler, 4 Blatch. 311, are relied upon by the counsel for
tthe United States. Both these cases are clearly distinguishable with
{respect to the grounds upon which the judgment of the court pro-
ceeded from the case before us. It is unnecessary to remark fur-
ther in regard to them.

| It will be certified, as the answer of this court to the circuit court,
|that the indictment against Norton charges offenses for which, under
| the limitation provided in the thirty-second sectlon of the act of Con-
gress * * * the defendant can not be prosecuted, tried, or pun-
ished, unless the indictment shall have been found within two years.

| Now, it seems to me that settles the guestion. I am unable
to differentiate between the doctrine laid down in that case
and the question that is presented to us in the pending bill.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Missouri yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. REED of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let me ask the Senator whether
this is not a consideration to be noted in that connection:
The court there was construing a statute in a ecriminal case
and gave it a construction favorable to the defendant by
holding that the five-year statute did not apply but the two-year
!statute did apply. It so held in accordance with the well-
established principle of law that, in the construction of
criminal statutes, if a construction can be given consistent
|with the innocence of the defendant and one consistent with
hh[s guilt, the former will be adopted by the court if it can
do so. PBut is not the rule in relation to the construction of
lconstitutional provisions quite different? In other words, I
'call the attention of the Senator to the fact that that being
a criminal case and a criminal statute being under considera-

tion, it does not form a very safe guide for the construction
of a constitutional provision.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis-
souri yield?

Mr. REED of Missourl. Will the Senator first let me
answer the Senator from Montana?

Mr. STERLING. Very well.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Of course we are all familiar with
the rule that criminal statutes are strictly construed, but
that was not the ground upon which the court was proceeding
in this case.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I appreciate that. I followed
the argument of the opinion as the Senator read it and they
do not put it upon that ground; but is not every court in
construing a criminal statute under the influence of his life.
long training which induces him to a conclusion favorable to
the defendant in a eriminal case?

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is true as to the question
whether or not an offense charged is defined in a statute, and
the courts ecarry that along; but this was a question as te
whether the act was a revenue law or not, and they laid down
the doctrine and cited not criminal cases but civil cases as
their authority. This case has been followed in other deci-
sions in which civil controversies were before the court.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I will ask the Senatot
from Missouri if it is not merely a question of the construc
tion of the words “ revenue law ”?

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is all.

Mr. STERLING. As I remember the case, it was claimed on
the part of the Government that the offense charged was a
violation of a revenue law and that the period in which prose-
cution might be instituted was five years under that law
instead of two years under the money order law, but the
court said that the postal money order system law was not
a revenue law within the meaning of the Constitution.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. There is no doubt that is what
they did say, and they argued along that line, but that does
not answer the suggestion that I make, namely, that the court
is constrained by a long line of decisions and by a custom
reaching back to the ages when there were scarcely records
to construe every statute imposing a penalty upon the de-
fendant strictly in favor of the innocence of the defendant.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I can not, I will say to the
Senator from Montana, think that the Supreme Court of the
United States, so far removed from the trial judge who tries
the case in the first instance, is going to construe a statute
with reference to what might have been the attitude of the
trial judge.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Will the Senator deny that that
rule is as applicable to the Supreme Court, the court of last
resort, as it is to a trial court?

Mr. STERLING. I may say that the Supreme Court may
sometimes be influenced by it, but there is not a word in its
opinion in this case that indicates that anything of that kind
was a governing consideration on the part of the court, and
I am satisfied it was not, nor could it have been.

Mr., WALSH of Montana. We agree about that; they did
not say so.

Mr. REED of Missouri., Mr. President, why discuss it?
The same rule has been laid down in civil cases, as I under-
stand.

Now, let me read from the case of Twin City Bank against
Nebeker. I will read just a paragraph; and in this language
is embraced enough of the facts of that case to show its
nature:

The case Is not one that requires elther an extended examination of
precedents or a full discussion as to the meaning of the words in the
Constitution, * bills for raising revenue.” What bills belong to that
class is a quoestion of such magnitude and importance that it ls the
part of wisdom not to attempt by any general statement to cover
every possible phase of the subject. It is sufficient in the present case
to say that an act of Congress providing a natlonal currency secureé
by a pledge of bonds of the United States, and which, in the further-
ance of that object and also to meet the expenses attending the execu-
tion of the act, imposed a tax on the notes in circulation of the bank-
ing associations organized under the statute, is clearly .not a revenue
bill which the Constitution declares must originate in the House oi
Representatives, Mr, Justice Story has well said that the practical
construction of the Constitution and the history of the origin of the
constitutional provision In question proves that revenue bills are those
that levy taxes In the strict sense of the word, and are not bills for
other purposes which may incldentally create revenue.

-
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Taking those two cases together, unless some one can show
they have been overruled it seems to me they are controlling.
I do not undertake to set up my opinion against the opinion
of other lawyers; but the conclusion seems to me to be ineyi-
table that the Senate has the right not only to raise the wages
of these men but to raise the price it charges the American
people for their services.

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President, as usunal, the Senator
from Missouri goes directly to the root of the matter and
sweeps aside the legal meshes which might impede a man of
less vigorons intelligence. Let me ask him, for example, if the
charge for parcels post is not analogous to the charge made
by the American Express Co. for earrying packages, and there-
fore a charge for services rendered?

Mr. REED of Missouri. I think they are identical, except
that one is the Government and the other is a private corpora-
tion.

Mr. McCORMICK. Would not that hold, then, in the case
of special-delivery letters?

Mr. REED of Missouri. Certainly.

Mr. McCORMICK. And does it not hold for charges made
by other agencies of the Government which, by power delegated
by Congress, levy charges, as in the case of the Fleet Corpora-
tion or the Panama Steamship Co., which certainly fix charges
which are not construed as taxes; and yet certainly the sole
recipient of the revenues accruing to those companies is the
owner of those companies, the Government of the Unifed
States.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, T should like to
inquire of the Senator from Missouri whether, if Title IT were
an entirely separate act, he would feel that it fell under the
inhibition of the Constitution?

Mr. REED of Missouri. I would not. I said that.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. So the fact that it is associated
with the other part does not influence the judgment of the
Senator? ;

Mr. REED of Missouri. I think their being assoclated
makes a much stronger case, but I think that without it it
would*not fall under the inhibition, That is my judgment.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, so that my posi-
tion about the matter may not be misunderstood, I merely
desire fo say that the hurried examination I have been able to
give this matter has satistied me that the position taken by the
Senator from Missouri is correct, although originally I was of
a different view.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

Mr. SWANSON. I hope the Senator will let us have a vote
first. .

Mr. HEFLIN. Will not the Senator let ns vote on this
matter? The yeas and nays have been ordered on it.

Mr, CURTIS. One or two Senators have told me that they
want to talk on the question, One Senator deferred his speech
in order that we might go into executive session. I will agree
to take a recess as soon as we get through, but under the cir-
cumstances I move that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of executive business,

The motfion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened.

BECESS

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take & recess un
12 o'clock noon to-morrow. 3

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 40 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, Janu-
ary 23, 1925, at 12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS
Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January
22, 1925
POSTMASTERS
COLOERADO
Clare Baker, Rico.
CONNECTICUT
Walter H. DeForest, Derby,
John F. Egan, Lakeville,

Anmna T. Harding, Roekyhill.
Erle Rogers, Windsor, ;

LXVI—-146

GEORGIA

Charles P. Graddick, Barnesville,
William A. Adams, Fitzgerald.

HAWAIL

Arthur V. Lloyd, Lahaina.
Thomas E. Longstreth, Lihue,

INDIANA
James J. Speck, Greentown.
I0WA

Leslie E. Kislinghury, Alta.
George H. Falb, Elgin.
KANSAS

August Bernasky, Ingalls,
Ulysses E. Yan Dyke, Woodston,

LOUISTANA
William L. 8. Gordon, New Orleans.
MARYLAXND

Daniel W. Bahcock, Berlin.

Richard H. Willlams, Midland.
Helen G. Rawlings, Rising Sun.
Victor R. Mumma, Sharpsburg.
Luther B. Miller, Williamsport.

NEBRASKA

Charles H, Kuhng, Maxwell.
Joln A. Gibson, Mullen,
NEW JERSEY

William L. Scheuerman, Basking Ridge.
David B. Rodman, Beverly.

Edward W. Walker, Cranbury.

Preston Pedrick, Pedricktown,

NEW YORK
Grace Davies, Lake Kushaqua.
John J. Kiely, New York.

0HIO

Lora Bloomfield, East Columbus,

OKLAHOMA
William A. Johnson, Cromwell.

PENNBYLVANIA

Charles J. Levegood, Jersey Shore.
J. Laurence Miller, Lopez.
Louis 8. Bisky, Meshoppen.
_William 8. Livengood, Meyersdale.
BOUTH CAROLINA
Richard P. Poore, Belton.
TEXAS
William I. Turner, Brownwood.
VIRGINIA
William W. Allmond, Allmondsyille.
James M. Denton, Big Island.
Wilbert D. R. Proffitt, Highland Springs,
Laura L. Keeler, Middleburg.
John W. Taliaferro, Mount Solon.
John A. Johnston, Petersburg,
William A. Coates, South Washington,
Helen T. Munt, Surry,
Wade H. Hash, Trout Dale,
Fannie Moore, Vinton.
Janie B. Crumpler, Zuni.
WISCONSIN
Eugene 8. Tradewell, Antigo,
Minnie B. Dixon, Bristol
Miles M. Shepard, De Pere.
Magnus Magnusson, Detroit Harbor.
Herbert B. Linde, Bast Troy.
Alexander E. Matheson, Janesville,
Otto J. Ahnert, Kewaunee,
Marie D. Host, Lake Geneva.
Edward W. LeRoy, Marinette.
James J. Stoveken, Pembine.
George F. Fiedler, Seymour.
Florence M. Lewis, Silverlake.

Edward J. Gardner, West De Pere.
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